STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Consumer and Human Rights Form Regd.

Vs.

PIO/General Manager, Roadways, Ferozepur.

Complaint Case No. CC-839 2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Janak Kumar, Clerk O/o General Manager, Roadways, Ferozepur, on behalf of the P.I.O.

Order:

The Consumer and Human Rights Forum (Regd.) Civil Lines, Ferozepur, through its Vice-President Sh. Ravi Juneja has submitted that his application in Form-A dated  October 3, 2006, with due payment of fee, asking for information from the Public Information Officer, Office of the  General Manager, Punjab Roadways Ferozepur, has drawn no response till date of his complaint. .A copy of the said complaint was sent to the Public Information Officer, for his response within 15 days for consideration of the Commission on December 12, 2006. No reply was received. Thereafter, the complaint vide his letter dated January 17, 2007 stated that the P.I.O. had sent a letter to him dated December 8, 2006 and filed a copy thereof in the Commission, in which, it is stated that his request5 for information should be translated into Punjabi so that the reply could be given. Thereafter, the case was entrust6ed to this Bench and notice issued for4 hearing for March 14, 2007.
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2. Today Shri Janak Kumar, is present in Court, on behalf of the P.I.O.  However, he is not carrying any letter of authority contrary to the instructions given  to the P.I.O. The reply sent by the P.I.O. to the applicant is objectionable as there is no requirement under the Act that the application should be in any particular script or language and the P.I.O., who is senior officer, would surely be well conversant in English. Even the Right to Information Act, 2005 has been enacted in English. Therefore, the stand of the Department is unsustainable.

3. However, the application in form-A has been perused and it is observed that it contains 30 questions and is  more in the nature an of interrogatory. As such the request does not fall within the four corners of the Right to Information Act, 2005. The applicant needs to be specific regarding the documents needed or the record to be inspected. On the basis of authentic information, in terms of the definition off information, as provided in Section 2 (f) and of record as provided in                                Section 2(j), he can further make a complaint to the competent authority against the delinquent officials, if he so wishes.

With these observations, the Application is disposed of.








SD:






   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner




SD:
    (Mrs.Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner

March 14, 2007.

Opk”
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri A.K.Arora

Vs

PIO/Secy. Education Punjab.

Complaint Case No. CC-840 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Raj Pal, Superintendent on behalf of PIO Secretary Education Punjab.

Order:










SD:


            (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



       State Information Commissioner 










SD:
     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner

 March 14, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Hari Singh

Vs

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

Complaint Case No. CC-859 -2006:

Present:
Shri Hari Singh, complainant in person.

Shri Bhupinder Singh, Sr. Assistant (Estt.) for P.I.O.                                          O/o F.C.(Rev.) Punjab, Chandigarh

Order:


Shri Hari Singh, Superintendent (Judicial) Office of Financial Commissioner (Revenue), Secretariat Punjab has submitted in his letter dated December 154, 2006 sent to the Commission that his application under the Right to Information Act, 2005 dated October 31, 2006 with due payment of fee has not drawn any response till the date of his complaint. The P.I.O., who is represented by Shri Bhupinder Singh, Assistant (Establishment) of the Office of Financial Commissioner (Revenue) Secretariat, has drawn attention to letter dated January 19, 2007 written by the Deputy Secretary Revenue-cum-P.I.O. of the Department to the State Information Commission  with a copy forwarded to the complainant that vide letter dated March 7, 1980 dated December 12, 2006 Shri Hari Singh complainant had been informed that the information sought by him is related to and covers other employees as well and therefore, he had been advised to put in fresh application for information under the Act which is covered by Section 8(d) land (j) and which should be in relation to himself only. This letter was received dasti by Shri Hari Singh as per his signatures. Shri Hari Singh confirms having received this letter.
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2.
Today, the representative of the P.I.O. has filed another letter dated March 13, 2007 before the Bench which covers two applications made by Shri Hari Singh on October 31, 2006 comprising the present complaint No. CC-859 of 2006 and another which has not yet come up for hearing, but is numbered as CC-898 of 2006. Reply dated March 13, 2007 has been filed in respect of both the applications. However, under consideration today is the application dated October 31, 2006, in which the complainant had asked for noting portion regarding  transfers of Superintendents with effect from June 10, 2006 to October 31, 2006 It is observed that reply of the department filed today is in respect of other application and the rationale given with agenda and proceedings of the D.P.C. cannot be made available because the ACRs and other confidential matters, which have been discussed therein, pertain not only to Shri Hari Singh, but to a lot of other persons who were also under consideration is also with respect to the other application. The representative of the P.I.O. has explained that the mix-up had occurred because Diary No. of the receipt of the application with Form-A given by Shri Hari Singh in the present case pertains to the other application made on the same day. However, he also stated that there is no objection of giving the noting portion requested under the present application since it does not contain any observations regarding confidential record. Photocopies of the noting on the file from                      10-6-2006 to 8-9-2006 comprising 20 pages of the noting portion have been supplied to the applicant through Court today. As such the matter is disposed of.



SD:   








SD:

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)




        
     (Mrs.Ravi Singh)


State Information Commissioner 
    
                         State Information Commissioner

March 14, 2007.

Opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Smt. Harpreet Kaur

Vs

PIO/DPI(Schools)

Complaint Case No. CC-868 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Sat Pa Dhiman, Sr. Assistant  

with letter of authority from the P.I.O/O/o DPI (Schools.).

Order:


Shri Sat Pal Dhiman states that the full information sought by the complainant has since been provided to her and the Commission has been informed vide letter dated January 12, 2007 in this connection. However, it is observed that neither the receipt of the applicant is available nor a list of the documents supplied has been submitted for record of the Court. The representative of the P.I.O. is also not carrying the concerned filed. He is hereby directed to do the need on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to May 03, 2007.

 

SD:
 

            (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



          State Information Commissioner 










SD:
     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner

 March 14, 2007.

Opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Kidar Nath

Vs:

PIO/O/o Distt. Education Officer, Patiala.

Complaint Case No. CC-873 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Yash Pal Mahajan, Deputy D.E.O. (Secondary)-cum-PIO, Patiala



(Shri Vidya Sagar, Assistant with him.)

Order:


Shri Kidar Nath Science Master has submitted vide his letter dated                       December 8, 2006 made to the Commission that his application dated November 13, 2006 under the Right to Information Act, 2005 with due payment of fee made to the address of  the P.I.O/ Office of Distt. Education Officer, Patiala,. has drawn no appropriate response till the date of complaint. He states that the respondent-Office has not accepted the crossed Postal Order. He has further stated that in order to delay the matters, the P.I.O. has made a reference for clarification to the Director, Public Instructions (Schools) regarding supply of A.C.Rs copies as requested for by him. The complaint was forwarded to the P.I.O. for his comments, if any, within 15 days for consideration of the Commission on December 19, 2006./ No comments were received thereafter, the matter was entrusted to this Bench and was fixed for hearing                               March 14, 2007.


Today, the P.I.O. is himself present in Court. He states that the full reply has since been provided to Shri Kidar Nath on points 1 & 2 of his request and for point-3, his request for providing copies of his ACRs, from the beginning; he has been told that his request cannot be accepted. A copy of the letter sent to Shri Kidar Nath has also been filed in the Court today.
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It is observed that while the request has been disposed of by the P.I.O. the provisions of of the Act have not been adhered to. He is now directed to fulfil the requirements of Section 7(8) of the R.T.I. Act,  so that Shri Kidar Nath can avail of the benefit of first appeal, if he so desires. The period of appeal would begin from the date of the reply in this regard made to Shri Kidar Nath by the P.I.O. In such cases, the applicant should first avail himself of the remedy of first appeal before approaching the Commission in Second Appeal.

The case is disposed of accordingly.

 


SD:
 

       

     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



State Information Commissioner 











SD:
    
    (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner

 March 14, 2007.

Opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Verinder Kumar

Vs

PIO/D.E.O. (Secondary) Jalandhar.

Complaint Case No. CC- 881 -2006:

Present:
Shri Verinder Kumar, complainant in person.



Shri Satish Kumar, Junior Assistant, Office of D.E.O. (Secondary)



With letter of authority from P.I.O.

Order:


Shri Verinder Kumar, Science Master had submitted to the Commission vide his letter of December 7, 2006 that his application dated October 16, 2006 made to the address of the P.I.O./ Office D.E.O. Jalandhar for certain information had not received any attention. He had made the payment ofRs.50/0 vide Draft No.268547 to the account of the Distt. Education Officer, on November 8, 2006.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the P.I.O. on December 19, 2006 for his response within 15 days for the consideration of the Commission but no reply was received. Thereafter, the case was entrusted to this Bench and it was fixed for hearing for March 14, 2007.

2. Today, the complainant and Shri Satish Kumar on behalf of P.I.O. are present in Court. The representative of the P.I.O. states that he has yet to check whether the Draft has been received or not. However, he was carrying the concerned filed with him. Since the  photostat of the Draft is available on the file with him, this matter can be checked up done later. The purpose of this Act is not to collect fee or resources, but to provide information 
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which has been sought under the Act.  The representative of the P.I.O. is directed to give the attested photostat copies of the inquiry report as well as the statements of the witnesses and other information which might have been sought by him today,  which he has agreed to. The complainant confirms that the copy has been received by him in Court. With this the case stands disposed of.
 

SD:
 

            (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)





State Information Commissioner 






SD:
     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner

 March 14, 2007.

Opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Shri Rakesh Kumar

Vs

PIO/Food & Supplies, Barnala.

Complaint Case No. CC-671 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri  Joginder Singh, P.I.O. O/o Assistant Food & Supplies Controller, 

Barnala in person.

Order:

With reference to the order of this Bench passed on March 6, 2007,                             Shri Joginder Singh P.I.O. has brought the copy of the information supplied on January 10, 2007 to the respondent through registered with post Photostat copy of the postal receipt. He has also filed, in Court, a letter duly attested by Notary, Govt. of India, stating that he has since received the information and does not want any further action. In this view of the matter, the case is disposed of.

 

SD:
 

            (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



        State Information Commissioner 










SD:
     (Mrs.Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner

 March 14, 2007.

Opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Dharamdeep Singh

Vs

PIO/Secy Public Health, Patiala.

Complaint Case No. CC-483 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Jagdish Singh, Sr. Assistant, O/o Superintending Engineer, Water Supply and sanitation located in Chandigarh has appeared in Court today.

Order:


Shri Jagdish Singh stated that he has received fax message from the                              Chief Engineer, Public Health (Sanitation),O/o Public Health and Sanitation, Patiala to request the Court for some more time. He further states that the information sought has since been supplied to the applicant and a copy of the information supplied has also been sent to the State Commission. However, no such information is available on file.                                                A short adjournment is given till next week when the information supplied and the receipt should also be supplied to the Court for record on March 21, 2007, so that this case can be disposed of.


Adjourned to March 21, 2007.

 

SD:
 

            (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



        State Information Commissioner 










SD:
     (Mrs.Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner

 March 14, 2007.

Opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Ganesha Ram

Vs

PIO/Tehsildar (Dev.) Hoshiarpur.

Complaint Case No. CC- 261 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Gurpreet  Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Hoshiarpur 

authorised by the APIO.

Order:


Shri Gurpreet Singh states that the entire machinery of the Revenue Deptt. was heavily involved in the State Assembly  Election which took place on February 13, 2007 followed by counting of Votes on March February 27, 2007. He states that in this period also there have been postings and transfers as he was transferred and Shri Navpreet Singh took up in his place. Now he has been transferred back in the same place and requests for some time to enable him to probe further on the basis of record, if any available with the Municipal Committee, as well as regarding water and electricity connections.


Adjourned to May 17, 2007.

 

SD:
 

            (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



         State Information Commissioner 










SD:
     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner

 March 14, 2007.

Opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Amarjit Singh

Vs.

PUNSUP

Complaint Case No. CC-89-A-2006:

Present:
Shri Amarjit Singh, complainant in person.



Shri B. P. Rana, Assistant Manager, (P.R.I.) for P.I.O. PUNSUP

Order:


Shri Amarjit Singh had, in his original application dated September 13, 2006, at point-3 had asked for:

“Photocopy of seniority list of clerks finalized after 1997, after the issuance of letter 
No. Amla-16(13)-97/19719-62 dated 22-9-1997 vide which Shri Amarjit Singh 
son of Shri Dalip Singh had been given seniority from the date of joining in the 
Corporation i.e. 10-5-1994.

2.
On the last date of hearing, he had pointed out that the information supplied was deficient. Thereafter, Shri B.P.S.Rana Assistant Manager, P.R.,I. has informed the Commission that as per the verbal directions given by the State Information Commission on February 7, 2007, the information has since been supplied to him on February 23,, 2007. In Point-4, it has been clearly mentioned “No other seniority list was issued. Copy of the seniority list already supplied is again enclosed”. Now Shri Amarjit Singh has pointed out that it is still not clear whether it is the finalized seniority list or not.   The     Assistant     Manager       (PRI),        who                is          representing the 
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P.I.O. has been directed today to state clearly, in writing, whether this seniority list dated September 22, 1997 is the finalized seniority list or the tentative seniority list This should be brought on the next date of hearing and supplied through court on March 20, 2007.



SD:
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner




SD:
(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner

 March 14, 2007.

Opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Des Raj




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/O/o PUDA







.....Respondent
CC No. 844 of 2006: 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Raj Pal, Superintendent on behalf of P.I.O. Secretary,


 Education Punjab.
Order:

The complainant has asked for the noting of the plot No. 65(C) Shri Raj Pal has informed and given a letter to the Commission that the inspection has been done as asked for by the complainant. The plot cannot be allotted to the complainant, but ity can be used for landscaping. A registered letter has been sent to the complainant, but the authorized representative does not have a copy of it. He should bring the receipt and the copy and then the case will be disposed of. 
Adjourned to May 03, 2007.


SD:
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner



SD:
(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner

 March 14, 2007.

Opk



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
M.R.Singla







......Complainant
Vs.
P.I.O, Department of Irrigation, Punjab.




.....Respondent

CC No.446 of 2006 

Present:
Shri M.R.Singla, complainant in person



Shri Wattan Singh, Registrar-cum-PIO, Irrigation Deptt.Pb.

Mrs. Nirmal Rani, St. Asstt. for PIO,Spl. Secy. Irrigation,Punjab (Sh. Sumer Kumar

Order:
With reference to the last order of the Bench dated 14.3.07, a copy of the decision of the Council of Ministers as conveyed by the Cabinet Affairs Branch to the Department of Irrigation vide letter No. 1510, dated 15.3.07 has not been supplied to Shri M.R.Singla who has confirmed receipt of the same  and is satisfied that the information sought by him in his application dated 3.5.06 vide  No. Spl. 10 from the PIO Spl. Secy. Irrigation has been supplied to him. Thus, his complaint to the Commission dated 4.9.06 is disposed of in terms of orders dated 15.11.06, 17.1.07 and February 07, 2007 passed by the Commission. 

                    SD:                                                   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 
 






State Information Commissioner











SD:
(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner.
Chandigarh, the

14th March, 2007.

ptk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

M.R.Singla







......Complainant






Vs.
P.I.O, Department of Irrigation, Punjab.




.....Respondent
CC No.443 of 2006 

Present:
Shri M.R.Singla, complainant in person



Shri wattan Singh, Registrar-cum-PIO, Irrigation Deptt.Pb.

Mrs. Nirmal Rani, St. Asstt. for PIO,Spl. Secy. Irrigation,Punjab (Sh. Sumer Kumar

Order



With reference to this Commission’s previous two orders dated 17.1.07 and 7.2.07, Sh. M.R.Singla has not done the needful. He is given one more chance to do so.



Adjourned to 17.4.07.



(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 
 






State Information Commissioner

(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner.
Chandigarh, the

14th March, 2007.

Ptk.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Roshan Lal Singla






......Complainant
Vs.
PIO-director Rural Development and Panchayats, Punjab,

.....Respondent
CC No.511  of 2006 

Present:
None for the Complainant.



None for the Respondent.

Order:

With reference to the detailed orders dated 6.12.06, and subsequent orders dated 10.1.07,17.1.07 and 7.2.07, passed by this Commission, the required information has not so far been supplied by the PIO to the complainant. The Commission takes it very seriously and it is ordered that a show cause notice be issued to the PIO, Department of Rural Development and Panchayats, Punjab, for taking penal action by way of imposing penalty u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act and initiate proceedings as envisaged under the Act

2.

The PIO is hereby directed to appear personally before this Commission along with the required information on 17.4.07.

Adjourned to 17.4.2007.









SD:
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 
 






State Information Commissioner











SD:
            (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner.
Chandigarh, the

14th March, 2007.

Ptk.
