STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Kulwant Singh





.....Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ D.P.I.(SE) Chandigarh




.....Respondent.

AC No-221-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the P.I.O./Respondent.

Order:


Despite the case having been called couple of times, none is present from either side.


In the interest of justice, another opportunity is granted and the case is adjourned to November 14, 2007.

SD:


  





             (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








          State Information Commissioner 


September 18, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Vir Karan






.....Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o Sarvhitkari Education Scty, Jalandhar


.....Respondent.

MR No-021-of 2007: 

Present:
Shri Vir Karan complainant in person.



Shri Manish Bhardwaj, Advocate, for respondent- Sarvhitkari 



Education Society.

Order:


The complainant vide his letter dated July 05, 2007, has submitted that his application dated May 07, 2007 made to the Chairman of Sarvhitkari Education Society                                          (Regd.) Jalandhar, asking for information on 25 points required by him  to answer various allegations made against him, while he was serving under them had not been attended to within the stipulated period.  He has also attached a copy of letter dated June 02, 2007 under which his application has been out-rightly rejected in para-4 thereof:-

“That it is worth mentioning here that as per provisions of THE RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT, 2005, you noticee should have filed an application in the prescribed form along with the requisite fee but as you notice
 has not complied the provisions of The Right to Information Act, 2005 as such your application has been rejected by my client straightway without giving any notice to you under the authority given by THE RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT, 2005 to my client.”
2.
Counsel states that he has only received instructions today and would allow time to file a reply. Accordingly, time is allowed and the case is adjourned to November 07, 2007 for adjudication.









SD:

  





                         (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







 State Information Commissioner 


September 18, 2007.

Opk’



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Bhushan Kumar Goyal




.....Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o D.C. Moga






.....Respondent.

CC No-608-of 2007: 

Present:
Shri Bhushan Kumar, complainant in person.



Shri Charan Pal, A.P.I.O-cum- Supdt, Office of D.C. Moga.

Order:


Vide his complaint dated Nil. received on April 12, 2007, Shri Bhushan Kumar stated that his application in the prescribed Proforma-A submitted on December 26, 2006 to the P.I.O. office of the Deputy Commissioner, Moga, had not been attended to. Copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned P.I.O. and the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties informed.

2.
Today, the complainant states that he has received full information on                                   August 25, 2007 after issue of the notice from the Commission. The A.P.I.O. has filed copies of the information supplied as well as the receipt from the complainant for the record of the Court. He also stated that the P.I.O. of the district, i.e.,  the Deputy Commissioner, Moga has, vide his written letter, has requested that his presence may be excused or some other date may be given for personal presence, if required, since Shri Sukhbir Singh Badal,                            is to tour the Moga district on September 18, 2007. A similar request has been received on behalf of the P.I.O-cum-Asstt. Commissioner Shri Balvinder Singh Jaggi. They are both  exempted. They are represented by the A.P.I.O.-cum–Superintendent of the Office today.

3.
It is observed that Shri Paramjit Singh, Acting Superintendent against  whose conduct Shri Bhushan Kumar Gupta had bitterly complained and against whom the Deputy Commissioner has stated that an inquiry has been instituted to be carried out by the Addl. D.C. and  who is stated to have been transferred from the Branch dealing with R.T.I. Act appears to have been rewarded  by his transfer rather than punished, since he has been transferred as Reader to the Deputy Commissioner. Shri Bhushan Kumar also stated that during the said 
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Inquiry where he was summoned, the complainant was present, who put all types of questions to him regarding the complainant’s stamp-vendor business as a result of which he ran away from there lest he be involved in some complaint. This  was clearly a pressurizing tactic and nothing to do with the subject of the inquiry. Shri Bhushan Kumar states that he is very apprehensive that his interest may be jeopardized in some manner due to his having made the complaint. The Deputy Commissioner should, therefore, ensure that Shri Bhushan Kumar Goel is not adversely affected, in any manner, by any kind of unfair tactics since the said   Shri Paramjit Singh is now Reader to D.C. himself.


The matter is thus disposed of.


SD:
  





          
             (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








                         State Information Commissioner 


September 18, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Rajesh Kumar





.....Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o D.P.I,.(S) Chd.




.....Respondent.

CC No-610-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the P.I.O/Respdt.

Order:


Despite the case having been called couple of times, none is present from either side.


In the interest of justice, another opportunity is granted and the case is adjourned to November 21, 2007.

SD:


  





             (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








          State Information Commissioner 


September 18, 2007.

Opk’



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

Lt. Col. Naresh Kumar Ghai 



.....Complainant







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


.....Respondent.

CC No-611-of 2007: 

Present:
Lt .Col. (Retd.) Naresh Kumar Ghai, Complainant.



None for the P.I.O. O/o Secy. School Education Pb.

Order:


Vide his complaint dated April 11, 2007Lt. Col. Naresh Kumar Ghai submitted that his application in Form-A made under the R.T.I. Act to the P.I.O. office of the Special Secretary, Deptt. of School Education Punjab dated March 16, 2007 had not been attended to within the stipulated  period. He requested that the information may be got supplied to him and the P.I.O. ordered to supply free information due to delay and he be compensated for making avoidable visits to the State Information Commission. He also requested that the P.I.O. be penalized under the provisions of the Act. A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned P.I.O. The date of hearing of the complaint was fixed for today and both parties duly informed.

2. Today, the complainant is present in person. However, none has appeared on                       behalf of the P.I.O. office of Secretary, Education Punjab. The complainant states that he has not received any response so far and not even after issue of notice by the Commission on July 31, 2007.

3. The P.I.O. is hereby directed to immediately provide the information without any further delay to the complainant under due receipt and/or proof of the Registry and copy of the information supplied to the complainant be made available for record of the Commission. 
4. 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 of delay subject to the maximum of Rs.25, 000/- as per the provisions contained in the Act.

CC No-611-of 2007: 
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5.
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.

6.
The P.I.O. may further take note that in case the information is not supplied, 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. to the Competent Authority.
6.
The complainant has brought to the notice of the Commission, during the hearing, that there is no P.I.O./A.P.I.O. designated in the office of the Secretary Education (Schools) and none of the officials are aware  to whom the application is to be made. All officers concerned  had refused to receive the application stating, it was not their subject. He finally had to get his application accepted under signatures of the P.55`021

A.  to the Secretary, Education (Schools) in Room No.527. The P.I.O. is also directed to bring along with him a copy of the notification made under the R.T.I. Act with respect to different authorities designated therein and also to get the designations displayed at a prominent places in his office and to report compliance on the next date of hearing.

7.
Adjourned to November 14, 2007 for compliance report of the above directions, for consideration of the reply of the P.I.O   to the show cause notice and personal hearing.


Adjourned to November 14, 2007.











SD:

  





                        (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








                     State Information Commissioner 


September 18, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Lt. Col. Naresh Kumar Ghai



.....Complainant







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


.....Respondent.

CC No-612-of 2007: 








&





    
       CC.1090 of 2007

Present: Lt. Col. Naresh Kumar, complainant in person.


    Shri Jagdish Singh, Superintendent O/o Higher Education Pb.

Order:


Lt. Col. Naresh Kumar Ghai (Retd.) vide his letter dated April 11, 2007 submitted to the Commission that his application dated March 16, 2007 made to the address of the P.I.O./Higher Education Punjab, had not been attended to. He requested that the P.I.O. should be penalized and ordered to supply the information free, due to delay as well as to compensate the complainant for making avoidable visits to the State Information Commission.

2.
The Superintendent, Education-1, the authorized representative of the P.I.O.                        ( File noting dated June 19, 2007 seen.) has stated that the present Bench has already disposed of an identical complaint with respect to an   identical application dated March 16, 2007 on June 20,2007 (CC-218-2008 - “Lt. Col. Naresh Kumar Ghai Vs. Secy. Higher Education Punjab”) (D.B. of Mrs. Rupan Deol  Bajaj and Mrs. Ravi Singh, State Information Commissioners). Information running into 34 pages was supplied to the complainant therein.
3.
The complainant has confirmed the receipt of the same. However, he has pointed out that some of the documents are not legible since they are not clear photo-stats of the original. The representative of the P.I.O. is hereby directed to permit the complainant to get the photo-stats of the documents made from whichever Centre he wishes to get it done from, to his satisfaction, however, this time at his own cost.  A responsible person can be deputed to accompany him with the record. 

CC No-612-of 2007: 
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The complainant has also pointed out that no doubt papers have been given to him, but they have not been attested. It is seen that   in his application, he had not asked for attested copies of any of the documents. However, the representative of the P.I.O. is directed to attest the papers earlier provided to him today itself.

4.
The complainant has pointed out that he has given another complaint which has been numbered as CC-1090-2007 and has been entrusted by the Registry to the present Bench where also he states, the complaint is regarding the very same and identical application dated March 16,.2007.  Accordingly, the present application as well as CC-1090 of 2007 are both hereby disposed of.

 A copy of this order be also placed on CC-1090 of 2007.


SD:
  





        
             (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








       

   State Information Commissioner 


September 18, 2007.

Opk’



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

Shri Tarlok Singh






.....Complainant






Vs.
PIO/O/o Financial Commissioner (Rev.)



.....Respondent.

CC No-614-of 2007: 

Present:
Shri Tarlok Singh complainant in person.



Ms.  Anita Bhalla, Supdt. Grade-1-cum-A.P.I.O. 



with Shri Bhupinder Singh, Establishment Assistant.

Order:


Shri Tarlok Singh, Clerk and complainant vide his letter dated 9/10-04-2007 addressed to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated                              March 02,2007 made to the A.P.I.O. office of the Financial Commissioner (Revenue) has not been attended to. A copy of the complaint was forwarded to the concerned P.I.O. and the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties duly informed vide notice dated                         July 31, 2007.

2.
In response thereto, the A.P.I.O.-cum-Superintendent Grade-1 has, vide her letter dated August 21, 2007 stated that the full information required by the complainant has been supplied to him on April 25, 2007. The receipt from the complainant as well as photocopy of the information supplied was also submitted for record of the Commission. The complainant has also confirmed that he has received the full information and documents that he had asked for. He states that he may be supplied copy of the affidavit filed,  since the complaint appears to be anonymous, I have examined the file myself. It is hereby directed that the envelope in which the complaint was received (both sides) giving the address of the complainant (which was not available in the copy of the complaint, supplied to him) should be given to him. Also copy of the letter addressed by the office to the said complainant and the said letter received back without delivery with report of the Post Master that ”no such person was found at the said address” should also be supplied to him. All these three documents are ordered to be supplied to him today through Court.

CC No-614-of 2007: 
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3.
The complainant, vide his letter dated March 28/30-8-2007 addressed to the Commission has complained that another CC-808-2007 filed by him was disposed of by                             the Bench of Shri Surinder Singh and  Lt. Genl. (Retd) P.K. Grover, State Information Commissioners on August 09, 2007 with directions for supply of documents but  the order therein has still not  been implemented. However, from his application dated 28/30-8-2007,                                it is quite clear that the subject-matter of CC-808 of 2007 is not identical to the                           subject-matter of the present CC-614-2007 under consideration.1 He is therefore, advised to go back to the same Bench in case the directions of that Bench have not been complied with.


With these observations CC-614-2007 is hereby disposed of.











SD:





            

 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


 






 State Information Commissioner 

September 18, 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-616-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Hem Raj, A.P.I.O.-cum- Superintendent office of 



D.E.O. Jalandhar.

Order:


Vide his letter dated September 05, 2007 addressed to the Commission, the                               Distt. Education Officer, Jalandhar has stated that Shri Parminder Singh, (Retd. S.S. Master) has filed three complaints before the Commission titled as “Parminder Singh Vs.                                     D.P.I (SE) Pb”. Shri Parminder Singh has since requested the Commission vide his letter dated August 23, 2007 that he does not wish to pursue the complaint and that the said complaint may be filed as all his misunderstandings have been removed. The letter dated August 23, 2007 is accompanied by his affidavit of  the same date attested by the Executive Magistrate, Jalandhar.  He has requested as such that the said complaints may be disposed of as withdrawn.

2.
It is seen that there are three complaints; pending before this Bench titled                                         “Parminder Singh Vs. P.I.O. ffice of D.E.O” Jalandhar) bearing No. CC-385-2007,                                          CC-386-2007 and present complaint CC-616-2007. Earlier an identical complaint No.                                   CC-981-2007 was disposed of by the Bench of Hon’ble Chief Information Commissioner - Shri Rajan Kashyap, sitting with Lt. Genl (Retd.) P.K. Grover, State Information Commissioner at the tour to Amritsar on July 02, 2007.

3.
In view of this letter of Shri Parminder Singh, S.S. Master (Retd.), supported by an affidavit dated August 23, 2007 forwarded by the D.E.O. all three complaints which are identical in nature are hereby disposed of.

A copy of this order should be placed on each of the three files i.e. CC-295-2007,                 CC-286-2007 and CC-616 of 2007.


SD:
  





            
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








                       State Information Commissioner 


September 18, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Nirbhai Singh



.....Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o D.P.I.(S-E), Pb.


.....Respondent.

CC No-617-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Gurbax Singh, Sr. Assistant (without letter of authority)



On behalf of A.P.I.O.-cum- Supdt. Shri R.T. Saini.

Order:


Shri Gurbax Singh states that the same application dated May 16, 2006 had earlier been disposed of by the Division bench of Shri Surinder Singh Chief Engineer (Retd.) and Lt. Genl. (Retd.) P.K. Grover, Hon’ble State Information Commissioners on June 28, 2007 titled “Nirbhai Singh Vs. P.I.O. Office of the D.P.I.(SS) bearing CC-273-2007, but the office has not yet received the order of the Commission. The full information sought by the applicant had been supplied to him and he had appeared before the Division Bench on June 28,2007 and had confirmed that he had received the information.

2.
The representative of the P.I.O. presented a copy of the order as also confirmation that CC-273-2007  deals with the identical application dated May 16,2006 and also provided Photostat of the said application dated   May 15,2007 available on that file. 

3. The CC-273-2007 was called for and examined. Application dated May 16, 2006 contained in that file as well as copy of the final order dated June 28, 2007 by the Division Bench referred to above  have been added to the present file and I have satisfied myself that the application dated May 16, 2006 in the present CC-617l-2007 under consideration is  identical  to the one  dealt with in  CC-273-2007. In fact the present application was a follow-up of the previous one. As such the matter; is hereby disposed of.












SD:
  





        
   
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








        

  State Information Commissioner 


September 18, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurjit Singh






.....Complainant







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





.....Respondent.

CC No-602-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Madanjit Singh, Sr. Assistant-cum-A.P.I.O. 

O/o D.E.O. Ludhiana.

Order:


An earlier case–CC-195-2007 in respect of complaint dated January 21,2007 made by Shri Gurjit Singh with respect to his application dated December 06,2006 made to the P.I.O. office of the D.P.I. (Schools), Punjab, was disposed of vide order dated                                August 22, 2007 by the present Bench. Today, his complaint dated March 22, 2007, with respect to his application dated December 07, 2006 is under consideration, which is on the same subject and more or less on identical points. Shri Gurjit Singh never disclosed on the last hearing that he had given any other complaint on the same subject also pending before this Bench. The case is, therefore, disposed of in terms of the present order read with that of August 22, 2007 in CC-195-2007.
2. The A.P.I.O.-cum- Sr. Assistant Shri Madanjit Singh has also brought to my notice CC-409 of 2007 on the same subject concerning his application dated December 07, 2006 once again on an identical subject which had been disposed of on August 29, 2007.

3. The A.P.I.O. has also filed a letter today dated August 27, 2007 in which the full background in which it has been clarified that the probation period has been cleared, increment has been restored and the only grouse remaining is that his wife has been shifted from Govt. High School, Lokran to Govt. High School, Basti Jodhewal along with surplus post whereas he stated that the surplus was  required to be shifted to the place of her choice in Punjab Agricultural University, Ludhiana. To this end, he has filed these three complaints under the R.T.I. Act before the Commission and the routine work of the office is suffering because the whole Branch is engaged just in collecting information for a few such persons who were submitting serial applications to harass the Department. 

CC No-602-of 2007: 
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4.
I have gone through the three-page letter of the P.I.O. The Registry may, therefore take note of the present case. In case, there are any complaints or appeals filed by the present applicant, he may be required to file an affidavit that he has not filed any other complaint/appeal which has been disposed of or his presently pending before any other Bench of the Commission on identical/same matter. Also, other than CC-602-2007 (the present complaint), CC-195-2007 and CC-409 of 2007, all  concerning  the same matter/ applications dated December 06,2006 and December 07,2006 are also stated to be pending before another Bench, they may also be arranged to be transferred to the this Bench  for disposal. (Action for  Registry).

 The matter is thus disposed of.










SD:







             (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







         

 State Information Commissioner 


September 18, 2007.

Opk’

Note:
Copy endorsed to the Registry for action with regard to para-4 of the order.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Chand Singh






.....Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o Secretary, SSS Board, Punjab





.....Respondent.

CC No-623-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Chand Singh, Complainant 
n person.



Sh. Sham Singh, PIO-cum-Supdt. O/O SSS Board.



Shri Sucha Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/O SSS Board.


Order:



Shri Chand Singh, vide his complaint dated 4.4.07 made to the State Information Commission submitted that his two complaints dated 29.1.07 in form A with payment of separate fee for each made to the address of the PIO, Secretary, SSS Board, Punjab had not been attended to till date. A copy of the complaint sent to the concerned PIO and the date of hearing was fixed for today. Both parties were informed  accordingly vide notice dated 31.7.07.

2.
Today, Shri Sham Singh, PIO-cum-Supdt., office of the SSS Board, Punjab stated that full information asked for by the complainant had since been supplied to him on 27.4.07.  Shri Chand Singh who is present in the court has confirmed the same. A letter dated 27.4.07 addressed to Sh. Chand Singh explains the descepencies between the two lists published on 27.12.06 and 30.12.06, both  of which were based on the result dated 26.12.06. The result dated 26.12.06 is the authentic result signed and counter signed by both the Secretary and the Chairman. The Secretary stated that no amendment has been carried out in the said list  dated  26-12-2006. Shri Chand Singh has the grievance his son’s name was in the first list published on 27.12.06 which was deleted from the list published on 30.12.06  due to a stated computer error and he feels that this was most unfair. It has been explained to him that armed with whatever information he has got under the RTI act, he should approach the Competent Authority in Executive or if advised, the Court for redressal of  his grievance.
With this, the matter is hereby disposed of.


SD:
  





            
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








          

     State Information Commissioner 


September 18, 2007.

Opk’
