STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Simmi Saini





......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur

.....Respondent.

CC No-20-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.


Sh. Manjeet Singh, Naib Tehsildar



Sh. Sukhwinder jit Sodhi, registration clerk.
Order:



In compliance with order dated 21.05.2008, the PIO has presented letter dated 15.07.2008 along with annexures showing various action taken initiated by him in pursuance of the findings of the Commission. 
2.
Smt. Simmi Saini had also received Rs. 1000/- in cash as per the order contained in para 4 of dated 21.05.2008.  
2. With this case is hereby disposed of after compliance, with today’s order as read with detailed order dated 5.6.07, 10.7.07, 8.8.07, 10.10.07 and 21.5.08..  

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


16.07. 2008.
Uma 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. I.P.Singh Bains




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o The Tehsildar Sales-I, Jalandhar.


.....Respondent.

CC No-1198-of 2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.

Order: 


As the court time is over, the case could not be heard.


Adjourned to 3.9.08 for compliance of the orders of the commission.

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


16.07. 2008.

Ptk 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sukhwinder Singh Bhoma



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Financial Commissioner Revenue 


.....Respondent.

CC No-1544-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Sukhwinder Singh Bhoma complainant in person.



Sh. Hari Singh Sodhi, APIO-cum-Supdt./FCR office.

Order:

 

The information supplied to the complainant vide letter dated 15.07.2007 does not appear to be complete.  The PIO may checkup whether the information pertains to the 701 Commercial plots referred to by the complainant which were to be allowed to the 1984 victims with subsidy in the year 1986-87.  The APIO has been advised to collect the figures of the actuals from the department of industries/and or budget officer.  The PIO has also been warned that in case the information is not supplied to the complainant and he has to visit this Commission once again for the information, the Commission will be constrained to order to be paid as Rs. 250/- for any visit in future.  Copy of the information supplied to him as well as receipt from him may be placed on the record of the Commission also.



Adjourned to 03.09.2008.

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


16.07. 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Upasna






......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Director Health Service, Pb., 


.....Respondent.

CC No-231-of 2008: 

Present:
Smt. Upasna complainat in person.



Sh. Chaman Lal, Supdt.-cum-APIO



Sh. Anil Parkash, Section Officer


Sh. Sanjay Kumar, dealing hand.


Smt Archna Rani, Sr. Asstt.
Order:



Smt. Upasna Gupta has admittedly received letter dated 09.07.2008 with covering letter enclosing the information required by her, which she states has been given her according to her satisfaction. It is quite clear from the information now supplied that Smt. Upasna has been subjected to discriminatory decisions. Armed with the information now supplied to her, she may approach the Competent Authority in the Executive for corrections of allowances in the matter of her earned leave.  Smt. Upasna states that she has been put to much trouble and harassment as she has been able to get this information after 21 months of filing the Right to Information Act application dated 13.10.2006. Even after she filed the complaint in State Information Commission, she did not get  the complete information. Regarding this delay, notice under section 20 (1) had been given to the PIO and the PIO has stated that the information was not available in the form in which it was required by the applicant. The information had been gleaned from files of individual employees for separate periods maintained by different officials located in different floors. 


I have seen the information supplied according to which even the rules under which different decisions were taken in different cases of leave have been quoted as per her requirement.  (Although these rules may have not been 
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quoted in the noting , where the specific cases of leave were dealt) and provided  to her in a proforma devised by her.  As such I am of the view of the explanation of the PIO has some weight. The case is hereby disposed of with a token penalty of Rs. 50/- imposed upon the PIO after consideration of his reply dated 14.05.2008.  This token fine should be deposited in the treasury in the head pertaining receipts under Right to Information applications and the receipt produced in compliance of this order within one month. Thereafter this case will be considered for disposal.



Adjourned to 20.08.2008. 

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


16.07. 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajesh Julka





......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Punjab Nurses Registration Council

.....Respondent.

CC No-257-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Inderjit Singh, PIO-cum-Supdt. PNRC.
Order:



In compliance with the order passed by the Commission on 14.05.2008, the PIO-cum-Supdt. has presented letter dated 15.07.2008, addressed to the Commission vide which it has been stated 
that the information has been supplied on 19.05.2008 to the complainant through registered parcel.  Copy of the covering letter as well as receipt on the dispatch register has been submitted for the record of the Commission.

2.

It has already been mentioned in the order dated 14.05.2008, that in case the complainant has received the full information as directed by the Commission he need not appear in the next date of hearing.  Since he has not appeared, it is presumed that he is satisfied and the case is hereby disposed of. 

  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


16.07. 2008.
Uma 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Pawan Kumar





......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana 

.....Respondent.

CC No-291-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Rajan Sharma, Clerk on behalf of the PIO O/o Sub 



Registrar without any letter of authority.
Order:



He has produced a copy of the letter dated 13.11.2007, which had been stated by the APIO to have been placed on the record on an earlier date but which had not been found in the file.  However, he has not brought any official report in respect of application dated 07.12.2007 nor further action taken in pursuance of orders of the Commission dated 01.04.2008 and 14.05.2008.



Adjourned to 03.09.2008, the PIO should give a definite reply.

  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


16.07. 2008.
Uma 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Subhash Namdev (Adv.)



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. M.C.L Zone-D, Ludhiana 



.....Respondent.

CC No-293-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. K.S Kahlon, PIO in person.
Order:



The PIO has filed his explanation vide affidavit dated 14.07.2008, he has also filed a copy of letter dated 06.07.2008, reportedly supplied to           Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate. No proof of registry or receipt from complainant of the same has been produced  I have gone through the reply sent to the complainant, The information given to the complainant vide letter dated 06.07.2008, is also not satisfactory, since it could be considered to be a ‘nil’ reply stating only that said file is lost and therefore no information can be supplied.

2.

The State Information Commission bears the responsibility to ensure that correct and timely information is made available to the citizens who seek it.  The Commission is also sensitive to the need for ensuring safety and easy retrieval of record.  It is incumbent on the PIO, when stating that the record sought by the complainant is not available to state what efforts have been made to trace and the said record and/or to fix responsibility for loss thereof  or to reconstruct the file from all available sources, and/or to registered FIR where necessary.  In the present case, the PIO has not given any information to the Commission on the above actions.  The PIO is hereby directed to make all out efforts to trace the record or to supply the information from other sources like the accounts branch etc., where payments paid and to whom paid would have been surely recorded.
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Adjourned for supply of information and for consideration of the report.  Adjourned to 03.09.2008.

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


16.07. 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Kewal Krishan Bhatia




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o A.D.C.(G), Hoshiarpur



.....Respondent.

CC No-341-of 2008: 
Present:
Sh. Kewal Krishan Bhatia, complainant in person.



None for the PIO. 



Order: 


The complainant states that he has not received any information so far. The PIO is neither present himself nor has he sent any authorized representative nor has he sent any communication. The complainant however states that he has sent letter dated 17.7.08 to the Commission. He has been advised that whatever communication he sent to the Commission, a copy of that should be endorsed always to the PIO.  However, on 14.5.07 since the entire district administration and particularly the Development Department was pre-occupied with the Panchayat Samities and Zila Parishad elections which took place on 12.5.08 with attendant duties for counting, declaring results etc. the case was adjourned to 16.7.08 for compliance of the orders of the Commission dated 8.4.08 read with orders dated 22.4.08. Since no compliance is reported and no communication has been received either by the Commission or by the complainant. The PIO is hereby issued notice u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act to show cause why a penalty of Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25000/- be not imposed upon him for unreasonable delay beyond the stipulated period provided under the Act. The PIO may file his written explanation at least 10 days before the next date of hearing. He may note that in case he does not do so, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission will proceed further without waiting his reply under the provisions of the Act.

2. 
PIO-cum-ADC (G)Hoshiarpur is once again directed to supply the information  to the complainant with covering letter duly indexed, attested and page numbered. A copy of the same may also be supplied to the Commission for its record alongwith the receipt of the information supplied from the complainant.


Adjourned to 3.9.08.
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


16.07. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kewal Krishan Bhatia




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o DDPO, Hoshiarpur



.....Respondent.

CC No-342-of 2008: 
Present:
Sh. Kewal Krishan Bhatia, complainant in person.



Sh. Kuldeep Singh, APIO-cum-BDPO on behalf of PIO-DDPO 


Hoshiarpur.

Order: 


On 8.4.2008, the detailed hearing was held and the matter was adjourned to 14.5.08 for compliance of the directions issued thereto. The APIO-cum-BDPO present in the Court had been directed to summon the said record in his office and to permit Sh. Kewal Krishan Bhatia to inspect the same on 6.5.08 and to allow him to continue to inspect the record for 2-3 days if required. Sh. Kewal Krishan Bhatia was to give a list of documents required by him in writing after inspection which should be made available by him within 2-3 days. Thereafter the BDPO had been asked to provide him the documents required by him from that  record with a covering letter duly attested, indexed and page numbered and report compliance on 14.5.08. The APIO-cum-BDPO had stated today that the concerned record had been summoned by them to their office on 6.5.08 but Sh. Kewal Krishan Bhatia did not come as per the date and time fixed by the commission. However, the complainant told the Patwari that he does not wish to inspect the record but he wants only the details of the grants which should be sent to him in writing. 
2. 
Therefore, information was supplied to him accordingly vide letter dated 9.5.08 and separately copy of information had been sent to the Commission vide letter dated 12.5.08.  It appears that the complainant wrote a further letter dated 13.6.08. Now he has further written another letter dated 7.7.08 which has been received only today in the Commission, a copy of which has been supplied to the 
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PIO, stating that he wants cheque numbers of different dates issued  for the link roads, amounts received from the previous Panchayat whether received in cash or through bank. He also needs information regarding details of old bricks and new bricks and their bills.

3.
It is observed that Commission had ordered that full record of utilization of grants be placed before Sh. Kewal Krishan Bhatia in the interest of transparency. He was permitted to inspect the said record for 2-3 days, if necessary in the office of BDPO from 6.5.08 onwards and to ask for copies of any record he wishes to have out of the inspected record. He ignored the order of the Commission and instead chose again to ask for information, and after he received the information, to point out defects and shortcomings. Further he has received two communications from the BDPO after the last hearing and now has presented yet another letter asking for further details. 
4.
The State Information Commission has to ensure transparency of record but if any citizen choses not to avail of the opportunity, he cannot be allowed to continue to raise demands for ever fresh information. and further details which had never been asked for in the original application. The demand made in the fresh application, was not asked for in item No. 5 of his application dated 24.8.07. It was the only item in which he had not received information out of the 16 items listed by him.

3.
With these observations, the application is disposed of. 



Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


16.07. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kewal Krishan Bhatia




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o A.D.C.(G), Hoshiarpur



.....Respondent.

CC No-343-of 2008: 
Present:
Sh. Kewal Krishan Bhatia, complainant in person.



None for the PIO. 

Order: 


The PIO is neither present himself nor has he sent any authorized representative nor has he sent any communication to the Commission. The complainant states that he has not received any information in connection with para 3 of his application dated 6.9.08.  Upon asking the complainant further, he has clarified that the matter concerns information regarding a complaint made by him. It is thus seen that he is not seeking copies of the Jimnies (interim orders) of a court case as had been stated by him earlier, but information in respect of his representation/complaint against the panchayat which is being looked into by the SDM. The said Panchayat had passed a objectionable resolution against him. From the papers given by him along with letter dated 7.7.08 it appears that the SDM has further sent him a letter. From the tone tenor/wording of item No. 3 it is seen that it is more by way of a complaint against the SDM. It is also seen that the SDM in reply to para 3 has stated as translated:


“The reply in this connection has already been given to you 
in reply to para 4 of your application (previous) dated 8.8.07.”

2. Sh. Kewal Krishan Bhatia  had stated that he had received full information in connection with his previous application dated 8.8.07 as has been mentioned in para 1 of the detailed order dated 22.4.08 of the Commission. Item No. 4 of his previous application dated 8.8.07 and item No. 3 of his application dated 6.9.07 are by way of a complaint against the SDM for no action against the opposite party. As such the matter does not lie within the jurisdiction of the State Information Commission. The applicant may make a complaint to the Competent Authority, if so advised, in the matter.


With this, the matter is hereby disposed of.



Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


16.07. 2008.

(Uma)

