STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Paramjit Singh, Advocate

Chamber NO. 98

District Courts Complex

Faridkot 









......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions (S)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D

Chandigarh 









.....Respondent.

CC No-1075-of 2008: 
Present:
None for the Complainant.


Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Senior Assistant on behalf of APIO, 



DPI(SE), Pb.


Order:


Sh. Sanjeev Kumar has brought the confidential record of the four employees concerned and has brought the file of certificates. I have given it a cursorily look.  Sh. Paramjit Singh is not an employee and is not asking for the record of other employees in a promotion case but is a lawyer who has not stated whom he representing either.  It is not possible for the undersigned to appreciate what exactly he needs.  

2.

Although it is specifically laid down in the Act that the applicant is not required to state reasons for wanting any information and perhaps it is not required that the PIO or even the Appellate Authority asks the reasons therefor, yet the Commission has been given the responsibility of ensuring that transparency in public functioning is also required to maintain a balance between the Government and the public interest involved in making the information available.  The preamble of the of the Right to Information Act, 2005, states :-


“- - - - - - AND WHEREAS revelation of information in actual practice is likely to conflict with other public interests including 
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efficient operations of the Governments, optimum use of limited fiscal resources and the preservation of confidentiality of sensitive information;


AND WHEREAS it is necessary to harmonise these conflicting interests while preserving the paramountcy of the democratic ideal;”    
3.

In case a completely literal interpretation of the Act was required to be made, then perhaps there was no need for the Commission.  As such I consider it necessary that the Complainant should be present himself on the next date to make his submission in the matter so that the Commission may be in a position to balance the interests of the Government and the individuals on the one hand, and the applicant on the other while giving its decision.   

4.

The Complainant has not appeared on the last date of hearing and neither today.  In case, he serious about the matter, he should appear personally otherwise it will be taken that he is not interesting in pursuing the matter and the case will be filed.  



Adjourned to 07.01.2009. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Er. Ranjit Singh, S/o Sh. Gurdial Singh
Old Cantt Road

Near Octroi No.-7, Faridkot










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Babe Ke College of Education

Mudki, Distt.- Ferozepur.



&

Public Information Officer,

Punjab University,

Chandigarh. 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1080-of 2008: 

Present:
Er. Ranjit Singh, Complainant in person.


Dr. Ram Mohan Tripathi, Principal, College of Babe Ke College, 

Mudki.
Order:


Inspite of clear and specific orders passed by the Commission on 26.08.2008 and second time on 22.10.2008, both orders being dictated in the presence of the Principal representing the Respondent’s College, the requisite affidavit has not been filed by the Principal.  He filed an affidavit which is incomplete in every manner and does not amount to the negation of the definition of Section 2(h).  It is, therefore, clear that the jurisdiction of this Commission is not challenged and that college is subject to RTI Act and to the jurisdiction of the State Information Commission, Punjab.

2.

The PIO-cum-Principal is hereby directed to allow the Complainant to inspect the concerned records which he is asking for in respect of which information has not yet been provided under supervision of an official.  He may be permitted to take notes and or copies of record he desires on payment of fee as per RTI Act.  For this, in consultation with the Principal, the dates of 1st and 2nd December, 2008 have been fixed when Er. Ranjit Singh may be allowed to 
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inspect the said records.  Thereafter, he may give in writing a list of specific papers which he wants, of which photo stats should be provided to him under due receipt.  On the next date of hearing, the said receipt and a set of papers provided to him may be produced for the record of the Commission.

3.

The PIO is also hereby issued a notice under Section 20(1) of the Act to show cause why penalty as prescribed therein should not be imposed upon him for delay in providing the said information.  He may note that in case he does not give the written reply, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed further ex-parte against him.  



Adjourned ton 07.01.2009.       








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Mukhtar Singh Pannu

R/o 82, Tej Nagar,Gali No. 1,
 Sultanwind Road, Amritsar 









......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Principal Secy., Health & Family Welfare Pb.

Mini Sectt., Sector-9

Chandigarh  






.....Respondent.

CC No-1091-of 2008: 
Present:
Dr. Mukhtar Singh Pannu, Complainant in person.


Sh. Gurjeet Singh, Sr. Assistant O/o PIO/Principal Secretary 


Health, Punjab. 



Sh. Ashok Kumar, Sr. Asstt. for PIO/DHS, Punjab.
Order:


Dr. Mukhtar Singh Pannu’s complaint in respect of his RTI application dated 08.08.2007 has been dealt with and detailed orders passed on 26.08.2008 and 22.10.2008.  Today representative of the PIO states that full information as per orders of the Commission has been provided to Dr. Mukhtar Singh Pannu vide covering letter dated 12.11.2008.  Dr. Mukhtar Singh Pannu confirms having received the same but he is not satisfied with the action taken by the Government Authorities on his representations for six years as revealed in the reply.  Armed with whatever information, he has been able to obtain under the Right to Information Act, 2005, he now advised to approach the Competent Authority i.e. in the Administration or in the courts, if he so desires or as may be advised.  


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri. Dawinder Singh, S/o Sh. Harbans Singh

Village- Daowal, P.O- Purana Shalla

Tehsil & Distt.-Gurdaspur




......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner

Gurdaspur 







.....Respondent.
CC No-1100-of 2008:
Present:
Sh. Gurbachan Singh on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Satnam Singh, Sadar Kanungo on behalf of PIO.

Order:


Sh. Gurbachan Singh representative of Sh. Dawinder Singh states that he has received full information on point no. 1 to 26 and is completely satisfied with the same.  Sh. Satnam Singh, Sadar Kanungo who is present in the court today states that this was very complicated case and record has been procured from more than one source and provided to the Complainant.  The efforts of the PIO are appreciated. 


The case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Harjinder Singh,

LIG-1455/1, Phase-XI,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.   




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Deputy Commissioner,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.




  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1176-2008 
Present:
Sh. Harjinder Singh, complainant in person.


Sh. Amanpreet Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the PIO/DC Mohali.

ORDER:

The PIO has sent a letter to the Commission dated 30.10.2008 giving full details of the cases sanctioned and those rejected with supporting lists. He has also explained that the Photostat of the Red Cards presented by the complainant have been issued by the office with his approval. He has stated that had the notice dated 12.8.08 for the hearing on 2.9.08 been duly received by his office, the true position would have been stated in the hearing itself.  No red card had been issued till the date of earlier reply dated 27.6.08 sent to the complainant and that reply was correct, because it was only on 29.7.08 that the Deputy Commissioner had finally sanctioned 54 red cards and rejected the remaining. The explanation is accepted, being it consistent with the facts stated. The covering letter dated 30.10.08 is addressed to the Commission but not to the Complainant.  It has been given to the complainant against receipt and a photocopy retained for the record of the Commission Further proceedings in respect of Section 20(1) under RTI Act are hereby dropped. Since the full information has been given, the case is hereby disposed of.
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Further, the Registrar has not sent his written report regarding the  negligence of the registry, which should be followed us by the PS till it received and put up to me for information.







Sd-
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Gurdeep Singh Gill,

H.No. 29, SAS Nagar, 

Malout Road Back Side Bhai,

Shamsher Singh Kothi,

Near Bus Stand, Muktsar.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o DPI(S),

SCO No. 95-97, Sector 17-E, 

Chandigarh, Pb.





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1134-2008  

Present:
None for the Complainant.


Sh. Avtar Singh, Senior Assistant O/o DPI(S), Pb.

Order:


Copy of the order passed in AC 231 of 2008 in the case of Sh. Surinder Pal  Vs. DPI(SE), Punjab has been provided to the representative of the PIO Sh. Avtar Singh, Senior Assistant (which had inadvertently not been sent by the office with the order dated 02.09.2008).  That precedent is applicable in this case and the PIO should take further action in accordance with it.     


Adjourned to 25.02.2009.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Ms. Gurpreet Kaur,

D/o S. Balour Singh. 

Guru Nanak Basti,

Chakerian Road,

W.No. 12, Mansa.





--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Director, Public Instructions (SE),
SCO-95-97, Sector 17-E, Chandigarh.









  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1137-2008  
Present:
None for the Complainant.


Sh. Ram Sarup, APIO-cum-Junior Assistant on behalf of the 


PIO.

Order:


In compliance of order dated 02.09.2008, the PIO has presented a letter dated 15.10.2008 addressed to the Commission and endorsed to the applicant vide which the PIO has sent necessary information to the Complainant vide registered post.  Proof of registry has been produced today.  The applicant had due and adequate notice of today’s hearing.  Since she has not come, it is presumed that she has received full information and she is satisfied with the same.  The case is disposed of.   







Sd- 
(Mrs.
 Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Varinder Kumar,

H.No. 2882/8,

Cinema Road, 

Sirhind,

District Fatehgarh Sahib.





--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Special Secretary-cum-Director General

School Education, 

SCO-104-106, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh. 








  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1144-2008  

Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Rajesh Thukral, Dealing Asstt. On behalf of the PIO/DGSE.

ORDER:


The complaint of Sh. Varinder Kumar dated 26.5.08 with regard to his application  under  RTI dated 26.4.08  had been dealt with and orders passed on  2.9.08. The representative of the DPI had been asked to state clearly whether the information supplied to Sh. Varinder Kumar was with reference to some other application or an identical application to the present application dated 26.5.08. Shri Rajesh Thukral has explained that the reply to letter No. 308 has been given vide covering letter dated 14.7.08 with one enclosure being letter of the Govt. dated 24.9.07 in which the decision of the government has been conveyed. A copy of the said letter along with enclosure be  placed on regard. That letter is addressed to Sh. Jaswant Singh with reference to complaint No. 000308 and the said letter appears to be the same although the complaint is different. 


2.
However, the point to be noted is that in complaint No. 393 to which the present RTI pertains, the applicant has taken pains to point out as follows:-


“(1) Dharam Singh is receiving  95% Govt. grants in the name of B.Z.F.S. Khalsa High School, Sirhind  Mandi registered society according to orders bearing  No. 14/1-2007 Grant(4) dated 24.4.2007, copy of said orders is attached for ready reference.
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(2) The above named S. Dharam Singh  is not the member of General Committee and Managing Committee of above named school  according to the certificate (copy attached) and Resolution No. 47 dated 23.5.2007 (copy enclosed) duly approved by the  Registrar of Societies, Punjab, Chandigarh.”
3.
It is clear that the reply already provided to Sh.  Jaswant Singh does not cover above points and it is not known from the reply whether it has been brought to the notice of the Government that S. Dharam Singh  as alleged, is not the member of the General Committee and Managing Committee of the B.Z.F.S. Khalsa High School Sirhind as per the certificate of Registrar and list of member of Managing Committee  of 2978-79. It is also not clear  whether the Government while taking a decision  for  the  appointment of Sh. Dharam Singh as  correspondent had the knowledge that he is not a member of the Committee as nothing has been mentioned regarding this aspect. Now it is essential that the file on which the proposal was sent and  the matter was referred to the Government vide No. 14/2-2006/Grade-I(4) dated 4.8.07 for decision (correspondence along with noting) should be produced in the court on the next date of hearing for inspection so that he can inspect it and the matter laid to rest once for all.  

Adjourned to 07.01.2009. 







Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Davinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Chand Singh, 

#815, Gali NO. 1, 

Multanian Road,

Bathinda.

 



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o DPI(SE), 

SCO No. 95-97, Sector 17-E, 

Chandigarh, Pb.




  ---------Respondent.

CC No- 1184/2008  & CC No. 1185/2008

Present:
None for the Complainant. 
Smt. Pankaj Sharma, Assistant Director O/o DPI(SE), Pb.
Sh. Avtar Singh, Senior Assistant O/o DPI(SE), Pb.
Order:


Smt. Pankaj Sharma states that PIO is in the High Court to attend to some matter and APIO is on leave today, therefore, she is representing them. This matter needs to be dealt with as per the precedent of the order dated 19.08.2008 given in case of Sh. Surinder Pal Vs. PIO/DPI(SE), Pb. in AC No. 231 of 2008 in case pertaining to this very office, since there are multiple branches/seats involved.  Sh. Avtar Singh, Senior Assistant stated that vide the letter dated 25.09.2008 further information had already been given to the Complainant in respect of advertisement no. 1 and advertisement no. 2 in respect of four and ten cadres of teachers respectively.  Sh. Davinder Singh had also been asked to come to the office and to inspect the records available to his satisfaction.  Copy of the letter has been endorsed to the Commission also.  

2.

The PIO is hereby directed to fix specific dates, time, venue and contact officer for the same.  The concerned files should be located well in advance.  The applicant should also be able to make telephone contact with the concerned officials whose telephone no. should be communicated also so that if the suggested days do not suit him, an alternate date could be fixed in 
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consultation with him.  Thereafter, there may be allowed to take notes or give a list of specific documents which he wants, of which attested photo copies should be supplied to him.    Thereafter compliance may be reported on 07.01.2009.



Adjourned to 07.01.2009.  
    







Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Satish Kumar,S/O Late Sh. Jaswant Singh

Gali Peeli Haveli Sujanpur,

Tehsildar Pathankot,District Gurdaspur.


--------Complainant







Vs.

PIO O/o Circle Education Officer,

Jalandhar.   








  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1198-2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.

ORDER:


On the last date of hearing the APIO had appeared and stated that the information had been sent to the applicant vide registered letter dated 29.8.08 with proof of registry. He had also been asked to send a copy of the information supplied for the record of the Commission which he has done. The matter was adjourned to give one more opportunity to the complainant for making submission, if any. It had also been mentioned that in case he does not appear on the next date of hearing, it will be presumed that he is satisfied with the information received and the case will be disposed of. This time, the complainant has not come. Accordingly, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. R.C.Verma,

A-76, Ranjit Avenue,

Amritsar.


 



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Department of Higher Education,

Mini Sectt., Sector 9, 

Chandigarh.  








  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1208-2008 :

Present:
Sh. R.C.Verma, Complainant in person.


None for the PIO/Secretary Higher Education, Pb. 

Sh. R.T.Saini, Superintendent, Grants –II Branch with letter of authority from the APIO with Smt. Gursharan Kaur, Senior Assistant, dealing hand.
Order:


Sh. R.T.Saini states that vide letter dated 13.10.2008 the Secretary had directed the PIO/DPI to obtain the information and to supply it to the Complainant and had also instructed the DPI to attend the hearing on 05.11.2008 (later adjourned to 18.11.2008).   Accordingly, vide letter dated 24.10.2008, the Principal, Hindu College, Amritsar had been addressed in the matter in no uncertain terms to supply information forthwith.  A copy of the said letter had also been endorsed to the Commission (checked and found on record), however, the PIO has not supplied the information and has not able to show me what efforts have been made to get the order implemented.  The Principal, Sh. V.P.Lumba has also appeared on behalf of the College.  However, he is not the PIO in this case and has appeared on the directions given by the DPI.  He states that full information as asked for by the Complainant will definitely be provided if an adjournment of about 15 days is given.  In consultation with him the date of 17th December, 2008 is fixed, and he has made a commitment on by that date full information shall be provided to Sh. R.C.Verma.  He is advised to present the said material through the PIO//DPI, Pb. who may check, see and  
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ensure that it is relevant and complete information.  The information may be supplied with covering letter with specific reference of RTI Application and should be duly indexed, page marked and attested.  The set of papers provided should also be submitted on the record of the Commission.  
2.

The PIO may ensure the submission of timely and the complete information on the date to which the matter is being adjourned for compliance.  The PIO may note that enough delay has already occurred and it is only because the Principal of the College has assured that full information will be provided on 17.12.2008 that the notice regarding penalty is not being issued under Section 20(1) of the Act.


Adjourned to 17.12.2008.









Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Gopal Krishan Duggal,

Sewadar Bhai Mool Chandji.

Maharaj VPO-Dhanaula,

Tehsil and District-Barnala. 



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Barnala.  








  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1210-2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Manmohan Singh, APIO-cum-Naib Tehsildar, Dhanaula.

ORDER:



             The APIO has presented a letter  dated 14.11.08 under the signature of Pushpinder Singh Kailay, SDM Barnala stating on oath that after getting permission for reconstruction of  record and getting the permission from the District Collector, the record has since been reconstructed and handed over to the applicant.

2.
He has also produced the receipt from the complainant that the said Parat Sarkar of Mutation No. 7901-D sanctioned on 30.11.99 has been received by him. As such, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Gurmeet Singh,

DRA Branch,

DC Office,

Mansa






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mansa.






  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1150-2008  

Present:
None for the Complainant.


None for the PIO.
Order:


The PIO vide his covering letter dated 24.09.2008 addressed to the Commission has sent a set of papers duly indexed (25 pages) page marked and attested as per the directions of the Commission given on 10.09.2008.  Separately, a letter dated 26.09.2008 has been received from the Complainant stating that he has received full information as per his application and does not wish to pursue the matter any further.  He has, therefore, requested that the complaint should be filed. According the complaint is hereby disposed of.







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. G.C.Swadeshi,

3239, Krishana Nagar,

New Colony, Sirhind,

District Fatehgarh Sahib.




--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Principal Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab.

Department of Medical Education & Research,

(Health III Branch), Pb.

Pb. Civil Sectt., Chd.

 


  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1241-2008

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Prem Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt. For the PIO/Principal 



Secretary,. Med. Education., Punjab,



Sh. Chhote Lal, Dealing Assistant. 

ORDER:

On the last date of hearing, when both Sh. G.C.Swadeshi and Sh. Prem Singh, APIO were present,  20th Oct. at 11 AM had been fixed for inspection of the record by the complainant. It had also been ordered that in case 20th Oct, became unsuitable due to any reason, 21st Oct. can be fixed  for the same time and venue. A letter has been received from Sh. Swadeshi stating the 20th Oct. was declared a public holiday (confirmed to be correct) and on the next day i.e. 21st Oct.  while in transit to attend the office of APIO, he suddenly fell ill and returned back to his home. Then, on 23rd Oct., he returned empty handed and disappointed.  The APIO states that whatever information was available has already been given to him and further as ordered concerned files had been sorted out, he had inspected the same and was not satisfied.

2.
It is observed that a person seeking information is required to state specifically the orders/documents which he requires stating No. and date or contents of the documents. It is not in order to state “copies of other notifications(except quoted above in reference), orders and clarifications covering 
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ambiguities/lacunas etc. issued by the competent authority in the matter explained above.” Under the RTI Act it cannot be ordered to scour all the record/files available with it to find out whether there is any letter/instruction issued, and that too, for full period of 3-4 years and then for him to see whether it suits his purpose!  It is also observed that inspite of all the files being placed before him which he has inspected, he is not satisfied.  Copies of various orders etc. given to him, he states are ‘not relevant’, ‘not demanded’ or ‘not asked for’. Now since the department states that whatever information was available with them, had already been supplied to the complainant, the matter cannot be allowed to be dragged on and on interminably. As and when the Complainant knows which instruction he needs, he can put in a fresh application.   


With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of. 







Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


18.11.2008 
(Ptk)

