STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Amarjit Singh
HM-102, Phase 3B-1, Mohali









......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

Deputy Commissioner, 

Mohali.  






.....Respondent.
CC No-644-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Anil Kapur on behalf of Sh. Amarjit Singh, Complainant 


with letter of authority.


Sh. Jaspal Singh, Naib Tehsildar, SAS Nagar, Mohali.
Order:


With reference to order dated 24.06.2008, the Naib Tehsildar representative of PIO explained that the record asked for by the applicant is election record and is lying sealed.  The Election Commissioner has already been approached vide letter dated 07.08.2008 to permit the opening of the sealed record in order that the information asked for in item no. 2 and 3 should be provided to him.  As for item no. 1, the reply is being provided to the applicant today.
2.

The PIO is directed to supply these documents to the applicant with a covering letter with reference of the application under RTI Act duly indexed and page marked and free of cost (since the mandatory period is over).  A copy of the same supplied to the Commission for record.  The PIO may ensure that the information to be supplied to the Complainant at least 10 days before the next date of hearing under due receipt and the receipt/proof of registry alongwith the copy of document supplied be produced in the next date of hearing for the record of the Commission.  In case the complainant does not appear on that date, it will 
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be presumed that he has received the information,  in case the receipt is produced and the case will be disposed of.  
3.

Adjourned to 23.09.2008.  
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


13.08.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Nitin Pratap Singh,

9-Bank Colony,

Patiala.








......Appellant 






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

Deputy Commissioner, 

Patiala.  






.....Respondent.
AC No-93-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Nitin Pratap Singh, Appellant in person.



Mrs. Inderbir Kaur, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.

Order:



In pursuance of the order of the Commission dated 12.07.2007 para 3 thereof, the Complainant states that he has duly sent a copy of the registered letter dated 13.01.2008 sent by registered post on 14.01.2008 once again alongwith proof of registry to the PIO and had personally given a copy to the Commission during the last hearing itself.  On the part of the PIO, the receipt register of registries containing no. 1662 to 2228 (05) for the year 2005-06 (1 to 218) dated 26.07.2005 to 31.01.2006 has been produced.  This register has been inspected by the Complainant and it has been confirmed that no such registry as mentioned by him has been entered as having been received.  Therefore, the reply of the Department is taken as correct unless proved otherwise.  The Senior Assistant on behalf of the APIO (she states that the APIO is busy due to 15th August with arrangements to be made by him) has presented copy of letter dated 13.08.2008, covering letter with index containing letter dated 12.08.2008 alongwith annexure provided to the Complainant and also with a copy to the Commission for record.  
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2.

The Complainant states that the reports provided are wrong in content as the generators of Amar Hospital are still running and creating noise pollution and the factory in bank colony for making Almirahs and Chairs (small scale industry) is still running illegally and creating great nuisance through noise pollution.  However, it has been explained to him that it does not within the scope of jurisdiction of RTI Act to order action to be taken on representations and complaints.  Information which is available already on the files and records of the Government has been made available to him.  Armed with the information, he has been able to get under RTI Act, he may approach the competent authority in the Executive or the Courts as may be advised for redressal of his grievances.  



With these, the matter is hereby disposed of.     

-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


13.08.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Makhan Singh,
S/o Sh. Jagir Singh,

Village Bika,

District Nawanshehar.








......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

Deputy Commissioner, 

Nawanshehar.  






.....Respondent.
CC No-1956-of 2007 & CC-1108-of 2007
Present:
Sh. Makhan Singh, Complainant in person.  


Sh. K.S. Bhullar DDPO-cum-APIO, Nawanshehar on behalf of 


the PIO.

Order:


Both Sh. Makhan Singh as well as DDPO stated their own position orally.  Sh. Makhan Singh has been asked to participate in the enquiry of the Deputy Commissioner and to give his statement before him since the DC has been asked to give a report.  As for the DDPO, he has been asked to state his position in writing, so that it can be considered further alongwith the report of the Deputy Commissioner while deciding the complaint of Sh. Makhan Singh.   
2.

Adjourned to 08.10.2008.  
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


13.08.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Resham Lal,

S/o Sh. Isher Dass,

V-Bhatti Da Pind,

PO&Tehsil Dasouya,

District Hoshiarpur. 





......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

Deputy Commissioner, 

Hoshiarpur

 
&

Public Information Officer,

Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Dasuya.
  






.....Respondent.
CC No-646-of 2008
Present:
Sh. Resham Lal, Complainant in person.


Sh. Gursewak Chand, Naib Tehsildar, Dasuya on behalf of 


PIO/SDM, Dasuya.



Sh. Harnam Dass, Senior Assistant, Copying branch.

Order:


Sh. Resham Lal, Complainant has been handed over a complete set of documents asked for by him from the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur vide his application under RTI Act dated 19.11.2005.  Full documents by the Deputy Commissioner covering letter plus two documents (4 pages) and by the PIO/SDM, Dasuya in connection with his application under RTI dated 16.10.2007 covering letter plus 13 documents (17 pages), with this he is satisfied that all documents asked for by him has been received by him.  
2.

However, certain documents have not been attested.  The PIO has appended his signatures.  He has been directed to affix the stamp of office on the documents attested by him.  


With this, the matter is hereby disposed of.  
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


13.08.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Pawandeep Singh, 
Student BSc. Nursing,

Govt. College of Nursing,

Patiala.








......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

Deputy Commissioner, 

Moga.  






.....Respondent.
CC No-640-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.



None for the Respondent.

Order:


In compliance with para 3 of the order dated 24.06.2008, the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Moga has filed compliance report of deposit of the token penalty of Rs. 10/- alongwith Treasury Challan dated 28.07.2008.  The information had also been delivered to Sh. Pawandeep Singh in full.  

2.

With this, the matter is hereby disposed of.
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


13.08.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Paramjit Singh,

S/o Late Sh. Gurdas Singh, 

VPO Paddi Sura Singh,

Tehsil Garhshankar, 

District Hoshiarpur. 








......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

DPI(SE) Punjab,

SCO 95-97, Sector 17, Chd.




.....Respondent.
CC No-647-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Paramjit Singh, complainant in person.



Sh. Ram Sarup, Jr. Asstt. O/O DPI(S), for the PIO.


Order:

A letter dated 14.7.08 from Sh. Paramjit singh pertaining to his complaint in the matter of his separate RTI application dated 22.1.08 made to the address of a different PIO/ O/O Secretary, School Education, Punjab,  has been added to the present complaint by the registry, although the present matter being dealt with in CC-647/08 is against different PIO i.e. PIO/O/O DPI(S), Punjab. However, Sh. Paramjit Singh states that the matter is connected and he gives up his complaint against Secretary Education, Punjab, in case the information asked for by him is provided by the PIO/DPII(S) to whom the information relates.
2.

In continuation of his request made in the hearing on 24.06.2008, in which he had stated that information may be given to him in respect of ten SC/R/C candidates (all related to SCs).  He has specified that registration number, name, along with father’s name as well as the percentage of marks received in respect of eleven candidates and requested that information may be supplied to him in this case.  He has been asked to give his own registration number and other details to Sh. Ram Sarup and Sh. Ram Sarup is directed to 
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give the details of all SC candidates of different categories who have got higher marks than Sh. Paramjit Singh in the merit list.  In so far as the proofs supplied by the candidates by e-mail are concerned, the candidate (Sh. Paramjit Singh) should go to the C DAC office and check out the information which is available on their e-mail, as advised by the C DAC office.  Sh. Paramjit Singh insisted that this information should be collected by the DPI’s office and given to him.  However, I do not agree, since the primary source of this information is not the DPI office.


Adjourned to 8.10.2008 for compliance by the DPI(S) office without fail. 
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


13.08.2008

(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. K.Singh,

Secretary Youth Rural Welfare Society

V & P.O – Birampur

Tehsil Garhsankar

Distt. Hoshiarpur









......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

Principal Secy., Health

Punjab, Mini Sectt. Sector-9

Chandigarh








.....Respondent.
CC No-662-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Senior Assistant, Water Supply & Sanitation on 


behalf of the Respondent.

Order:


In compliance with the order dated 24.06.2008, a set of papers provided to said society vide letter dated 21.05.2008 alongwith annexure for the record of the Commission.  Sh. K. Singh had due an adequate notice of today’s hearing.  In case, he was to make any submission, he would have come.  Since he has chosen not to appear, it is clear that he is satisfied and the case is disposed of.    

-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


13.08.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. K.Singh,

Secretary Youth Rural Welfare Society

V & P.O – Birampur

Tehsil Garhsankar

Distt. Hoshiarpur










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

XEN, Water Supply and Sanitation Division

Garhshankar 










.....Respondent.
CC No-663-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Sh. Bharat Bhushan, SDO, Water Supply, Garhshankar.  
Order:


The Youth Rural Welfare Society, VPO Birampur, Tehsil Garhshankar through its Secretary had filed a complaint with the information Commission that their application under RTI Act dated 22.02.2008 which had been addressed to the PIO/XEN, Water Supply and Sanitation Division, Garhshankar had not been attended to and the necessary information had not been given.  The case had been taken up for consideration on 24.06.2008 and certain directions passed and the case adjourned to 13.08.2008.

2.

Today, the SDO, water supply has stated that information had been supplied to the Complainants to their satisfaction and the State Information Commission informed vide letter dated 21.07.2008 with annexure which also contained a receipt dated 05.07.2008 from the said Youth Welfare Society stating that “with the help of the entire residents of the village and the above society, a new tank had been constructed in village Soly for water supply regarding which the information has been sought under RTI Act.  Now the pipes have been laid, 
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the work has been almost completed and there is no need for the information which had been asked for.  Therefore, they have requested that the ‘tanky’ should now be given an electrical connection of the water supply should be got commenced since there is a lot of difficulty for water due to summer heat.”  The SDO states that the electric connection has been applied for and as and when it is granted, the supply will be started.  



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.  
Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


13.08.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri. Balraj Singh

#3275-A, Sector-24-D

Chandigarh







......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

Distt Transport Officer

Mohali 







.....Respondent.

CC No-757-of 2008: 
Present:
Sh. Balraj Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Malkiat Singh, Junior Assistant, DTO, Mohali.

Order:


This case was taken up for consideration on 24.06.2008 in which DTO brought out that the Complainant was misrepresenting facts regarding his application under RTI Act, in his complaint to the Commission.  Sh. Balraj Singh was asked to give parawise comments on the letter of the DTO dated 30.04.2008 which he had done today vide letter dated 13.08.2008.  In this letter, he has admitted that all that have been stated by the DTO is correct.  Sh. Balraj Singh has expressed regrets.  He has also stated that he has received the information, in the form of CD and does not want to pursue the case further.  He has requested that the matter may kindly be closed. 
2.

It is sad that certain persons misuse the Act, for their own purposes and cause needless problems to the PIOs who are trying to work diligently to comply with the provisions of the Act.  This case is one of them.   


With this, the complaint against the PIO is dismissed.   
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


13.08.2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Paramjeet Singh Ranu,

Former Chairman Council of 

Homeopathic System of Medical,

Punjab.  






......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

Department of Medical Education & Research,

Punjab Mini Sectt., Sector 9, Chd.


.....Respondent.
AC No-165-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.

Sh. Prem Singh Aulakh, APIO-cum-Supdt., O/O Secretary, Medical Education, Punjab.

Smt. Krishan Bala, Sr. Asstt., on behalf of PIO/Homoeopathic Council.

Order:

On the last date of hearing on 8.7.2008, the following orders were passed:-

“Dr. Paramjeet Singh Ranu vide his complaint dated 05.04.2008, to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 03.12.2007, with due payment of fee addressed to the PIO/Deptt. of Medical Education and Research had been returned to him in original on 13.12.2007, instead of passing it on as required under section 6 (3) of the Act to the PIO concerned.  He also stated that other officials from the Homoeopathic Council from the PIO/Deptt. of Medical and Research had been given the information but he was being denied the information knowingly which was required by him as supportive evidence in his defence in the Vigilance Inquiry against the applicant.  Today Sh. Chhotte Lal states that after the letter dated 03.12.2007, in which his application has returned to him, the Deptt had written another letter to him on 19.12.2007 asking him to inspect the concerned paper in the office of the Homoeopathic Council.  He presented a copy of the same.  Thereafter, Smt Krishan Bala states that on behalf of the Homoeopathic Council, a registered letter dated 17.04.2008, had been sent to the applicant asking him to deposit Rs. 250/- to get the concerned information.  However, they have not produced any proof of registry or entry in the dispatch register of these communications. 

2.

It is observed that the PIO/Director Medical Education and Research has erred in not transferring the case under section 6 (3) within 5 days of the receipt of the application.  It has also not explained as to why once the application had already been returned with the fee to the applicant, for what 
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reason the matter was reopened, and another communication reportedly sent to the applicant dated 19.12.2007.  There is no proof of registry or receipt from the applicant for this communication and neither is it mentioned by the applicant in his complaint dated 05.04.2008, creating a doubt as to whether they were issued at all.  It is also observed that the stand of the Homoeopathic Council that an amount of    Rs. 250/- be deposited is wrong since as per the provisions of the section 7 (6)  “the information shall be provided free of charge where a public authority fails to comply with the time limits specified in subsection 1” (30 days).  

3.

The PIO/Director Medical Education is hereby directed to ensure that the Homoeopathic Council gives the full information required to the applicant free of charge within 10 days duly indexed, page numbered and attested.  Proof by way of receipt from the complainant and a copy of the information supplied be placed on the record of the Commission also without fail on the next date of hearing.



Adjourned to 13.08.2008.”
2.
In pursuance of the above directions contained in para 3,  the APIO stated that full information has since been provided to the complainant vide a set of papers  and the complainant has given  his receipt in which Dr. Ranu has written as under:-

“Sir,


I am receiving the documents under protest against the PIO/APIO & Appellate Authority of the Department of Medical Education and Research as they failed to supply me the requisite information within the stipulated period when I was in dire need of them in the Vigilance Inquiry FC/02/08. I suffered a great mental strain and passed through a period of stress which is evident  in the media reports also. All this exercise was done knowingly as a part of vendetta politics.


I am highly thankful to the Hon’ble Punjab State Information Commission who has directed you to deliver these documents to me. At this stage the Vigilance Inquiry has been closed and if anything adverse comes out against me on part of these documents then the Department will be directly responsible for the same.

With regards,
Dated: 14.7.2008

Yours asincerely,

Sd/-

Dr. Paramjeet Singh Ranu,

Ex-chairman, CHSM, Punjab.”
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2.
It is observed that armed with the papers which Dr. P.S. Ranu has received under the RTI Act, he may, if he feels they are relevant, request the Vigilance Department to take his fresh evidence in to account. There is no such thing as a closed vigilance inquiry and nothing to stop the Vigilance Department from taking cognisence of evidence Dr. Ranu wishes to produce, if found relevant. With these observations, the matter is hereby closed.
     
-Sd-
  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






   
      State Information Commissioner.
13.08.2008

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kalia R.D.

Service Matters Consultant,

Chamber No. 7, 2nd Floor,

SCO 137-138, Above Corporation Bank,

Sec 8-C, Madya Marg,

Chandigarh.  






......Appellant 






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

DPI(SE) Punjab,

SCO 95-97, Sector 17, Chd.




.....Respondent.
AC No-135-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. R.D.Ka.lia, complainant in person.



Sh. Manjeet Singh, Registrar, O/O DPI(S),Punjab.



Sh. Baljeet Singh, dealing Assistant, for the PIO.

Order:



Sh. R.D.Kalia’s complaint  dated 13.3.08 in respect of his application under RTI Act, 2005 dated 9.1.08 was considered on 24.6.08 for the first time. On that day he was absent and had requested for an adjournment.  In the first appeal he had stated that the department has not supplied all documents and full information has not been supplied by concealing facts. He also gave point-wise deficiencies of the information supplied.  The PIO vide his letter dated 14.7.08 has stated that the information has been sent to the applicant on 8.2.08 . Further information was given to him on 24.7.08. The complainant states that he is not satisfied with the information given since it is neither complete nor correct.

2.
I have gone through the application which contains points as follows:-

A. 
“Supply list of officers/officials retired in the following format:-

	Sr. No
	Name & Designation
	Date of Birth
	Date of Attaining age of superannuation 
	Letter No. & date of Retirement order

	
	
	
	
	



Supply copy of retirement/relieving orders.
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B
Supply copy of the pension case sent to the Accountant General, Punjab along with forwarding letters in respect of officers/officials mentioned above.

C.
Out of pension cases, sent  to Accountant General Punjab, 

as stated above, in whose case, incomplete case was sent to the Accountant General, Punjab.

D.
Name the Dealing Assistant and the Superintendent who neglected their duty and sent above mentioned incomplete pension case to the Accountant General, Punjab, in order to harass the officer/official mentally as well as financially.

E.
Whether the service book of the officer/officials who retired on 30.11.2007 were with the department on the date of retirement?

F.
Have the department sanctioned leave encashment of all officers/officials who retired on 30.11.2007?

G.
Why the Superintendent/Services-I acted in partial manner, in one case, complete case was sent to the Accountant General, Punjab whereas another incomplete. Also in one case leave encashment was allowed but in another case it is denied/not allowed till this day.

H.
Name the dealing Assistant and the Superintendent who are responsible for sending incomplete case to the Accountant General, Punjab and also for not allowing the leave encashment till now, in order to harass the official.

I.
what action the department will take against the delinquent dealing Assistant and the Superintendent for their act of negligence and for putting the officer/official concerned in mental and financial hardship and harassment.”

2.
I have gone through the entire application. It is observed that except for point  A, B, E & F which have already been replied to, the other points contained the perceived grievances of the complainant are in the form of questions requiring the concerned official to indict themselves for various alleged faults of omission and commission in the matter. It has been explained to the complainant that in terms of the RTI Act, 2005, the answer to point Nos. C,D,G,H & I  do not constitute information and thus the PIO is not required to provide them.
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3.
It is seen that the applicant is feeling very upset by the discriminatory treatment given to his wife Smt.  Surinder Jaspal who is one of the retired officials in whose case he alleges incomplete case for her pension was sent to the Accountant General and leave encashment was not given to her in time. Armed with whatever information he has been able to get under the RTI Act, he may approach the Competent Authority, if advised, with a representation for redressal of his perceived grievances, if any. The Commission does not have any authority to order any fact finding inquiry or to draw any conclusion.


With these observations, the matter is hereby disposed of.
 
-Sd-

  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






   
      State Information Commissioner.

13.08.2008

(Ptk.)

