STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Amar Nath






......Appellant

Vs:

PIO/ O/o D.P.I. (Secondary) Punjab



.....Respondent





AC No- 037- of 2007:

Present:
None for the Appellant.



Shri Balwinder Kohli, A.P.I.O. (Secondary).



(Shri Pawan Kumar Sr. Assistant with him)

Order:

As per orders of March 21, 2007, it was directed to the Senior Assistant dealing with private schools, who had appeared before the Commission that the concerned School - S.S. Mangal High School, Sangwan Basti is affiliated, but not aided one. The information asked for by the applicant vide Form-A dated                          4-12-2006 is available to them though the School is not affiliated to the Punjab School Education Board, but also to the D.P.I. who is a Public Authority.

2. Today, the information asked for point-wise which include staff system, staff salary, conditions of affiliation and B. Ed. and J.B.T 1996, etc.  has been provided in the Commission contained in nine pages without the covering letter, in which all the information  asked in Form-A has been provided, but the applicant has not been provided that information so far. Shri Pawan Kumar states that he will send the information by Regd. Post to the applicant. 

3. We have seen the information point-wise and page-wise and it meets the requirements as asked for in Form-A dated December 04, 2006.


The case is thus disposed of.




SD:  






SD:


  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
        State Information Commissioner

May 15, 2007. Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri M.R. Singla 






......Complainant

Vs:

PIO/ O/o Irrigation Deptt. Pb.




.....Respondent

CC No: 443  of 2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Sandesh Kumar, Registrar-cum-PIO, Irrigation Deptt. Pb.

Order:

Shri M. R. Singla had been given last opportunity to give details of information, which he stated was misleading with respect to his representation No.2/Spl. being last opportunity. However, he has not appeared today although the order dated April 17, 2007 on the last date of hearing was dictated in his present. It is seen from the file that the copy of the order has inadvertently not been sent to the Public Information Officer or to the complainant although the orders were ready on April 25, 2007 due to some oversight by the Dispatch Section.


In the circumstances, Shri M. R. Singla is now given one more opportunity being last opportunity.


Adjourned to  June 27, 2007.

SD: 







 SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
        State Information Commissioner

May 15, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Harbhajan Singh





......Complainant

Vs:

PIO/ O/o D.P.I. (Sec.) Pb.





.....Respondent

CC No:  580 of 2007:

Present: Shri Harbhajan Singh complainant in person.




     Shri Madanjit Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO


     for DPI (Schools).

Order:


Shri Madanjit Singh, A.P.I.O. has stated that full medical imbursement bills of Shri Harbhajan Singh amounting to Rs.7,900/ as per the original claim, but also the further amounts of Rs.90,769/- has been made to him. A photocopy of the receipt of Shri Harbhajan Singh Gill has been presented in Court today.                            Shri Harbhajan Singh also confirms having received it. Shri Harbhajan Singh states that the Commission may also pronounce the order on interest to be paid to him for the late reimbursement since he had cover his medical treatment by borrowing amount on higher rate of interest. It has been explained to him that it does not lie within the jurisdiction or scope of activities or responsibility of this Commission to make such orders. This is a policy decision to be taken up by the Competent Authority. On the basis of the information supplied through the                        Right to Information Act, he may like to approach the Competent Authority for the same. The Commission appreciates the action of the Department in giving reimbursement for medical bills. 


In this view of the matter, the case is disposed of.

Sd:







Sd:
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
        State Information Commissioner

May 15, 2007.

Opk’

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

Sh .Dharamdeep Singh





......Complainant

Vs:

PIO/ O/o Secy. Public Health (PWD) Pb.


.....Respondent

CC No: 483 of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Gurbachan Singh, Secretary Public Health (PWD)

Order:

On the last date of hearing on March 21, 2007, the complainant had appeared in Court after the order was dictated and had confirmed that he has received the reply, but had stated that there were certain deficiencies in it which he had been asked to specify with a copy to the P.I.O. However, he had not sent any letter to the P.I.O. but submitted a letter to the Commission on the same date. In the letter, he had stated as under:-


“- - -but I have come to know that one Mr. Om Parkash Verma, who has got retirement on medical grounds from Div. No.3 of Public Health Department Mohali. In his place his son has got job on medical grounds, but the year in which he has got job and the file No. in which the case of that person is lying not known to me. - - -“


In addition, he had stated that the Department had penalized for late supply of information.

The matter has been considered the P.I.O. is hereby directed to check the details of the employment of the son of one Shri O. P. Verma, detailed above and to inform the as well as the complainant the date of employment which had been given and the change in policy  w.e.f. August 25, 2002.by the government in this connection. Adjourned to June 27, 2007



SD:






SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



          (Mrs. Ravi Singh)
State Information Commissioner 
       

 State Information Commissioner

May 15, 2007. Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Tarlochan Singh





......Complainant

Vs:

PIO/ O/o Tehsildar, Jagraon




.....Respondent

CC No- 891- of 2007:

Present:
Shri Tarlochan Singh complainant in person.



Shri Verinder Pal Singh,Tehsildar Jagraon.

Order:

After the order dated March 21, 2007 was passed, the complainant states that the P.I.O.-cum-Tehsildar had called him to his office and told him that he would give him all the information required by him. The P.I.O.-cum-Tehsildar has, vide his letter dated May 9, 2007 supplied information to the complainant with a copy to the Commission. Today, a reply has been filed by the complainant stating that there are factual discrepancies as well as deficiencies in the reply, copy of which has been given to the P.I.O. Today. The P.I.O. is required to give a reply in writing to the Commission under intimation to the complainant 10 days before the next date of hearing and in case the complainant still wants to say something, he should also state in writing with copy to the Tehsildar at least three days before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to June 27, 2007.

SD:







SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
        State Information Commissioner

May 15, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Charanbir Singh





......Complainant

Vs:

PIO/ O/o Rural Dev. & Panchayats Pb.


.....Respondent

CC No- 588- of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Mehar Dass Sharma, P.I.O.

Order:

The P.I.O. has presented as copy of letter dated May 11, 2007 supplying the information to the complainant on the remaining two points, i.e. paras 3 and 4 of the order dated May 09, 2007.The complainant has not appeared. Therefore,  it is presumed that he has received the reply. However, there is no receipt from the complainant for the same. The P.I.O. is directed to send it to him by Regd. Post and produce receipt of the Regd. Letter today for the record of the Commission. With this, the complaint is disposed of in terms of the order of May 09, 2007 as read with order of even date.

SD:







SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
        State Information Commissioner

May 15, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri M.R. Singla






......Complainant

Vs:

PIO/ O/o Irrigation Deptt. Pb.




.....Respondent

CC No:  368 & 441 of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri Sudarshan Kumar, P.I.O. O/o Irrigation Punjab.

Order:

A list of 530 Officers has been filed by the Public Information Officer.


The complainant is not present in Court today.


Let the case be put up on June 27, 2007, on which date his other case is fixed for.


Adjourned to June 27, 2007.




SD:






SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
        State Information Commissioner

May 15, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Swaran Singh Sanehi




......Appellant

Vs:

PIO/ O/o DD&PO, Jalandhar

.


.....Respondent

AC No-073- of 2006:

Present:
None for the Appellant.



None for the P.I.O. O/o Rural Dev. & Panchayats, Pb.

Order:


This case, which pertains to non-supply of information to the appellant asked for by him vide his application dated April 10, 2006 with the P.I.O.                  office of Distt. Dev. & Panchayats Officer, Jalandhar was first heard on               February 06, 2007 and detailed order passed. Thereafter, it has been considered in the hearings of the Commission dated March 06, 2007 and March 13, 2007. On March 13, 2007, authorized representative of the P.I.O. Shri Bhupinder Singh had on February 06, 2007 misrepresented the matter by stating that it was an identical matter to that in AC-042 of 2006 which had been disposed of by another Double Bench, which was found upon checking to be a wrong statement.                    The  full order had been passed:

“3. Today, on 13th March, 2007, none has appeared for the complainant or the PIO. The Commission takes serious notice of the absence of the PIO/his representative despite full knowledge of the date of hearing and non-compliance of the order dated 6-2-07 and 6-307. AC-42-2006 had been called for and it is seen that the application under the Right to Information Act, 2005 Act in that case pertains to his request dated 9-1-06 and the application in Form-A in the present case pertains to application dated 10-4-06 containing 12 points. Two applications are not found to be identical regarding information sought. The representative of the PIO had misrepresented on the hearing dated 6-3-07 that the case was identical in the application in Ac-42-06, which had already been 
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disposed of by the Double Bench on 5-12-06.This was the misleading statement and even after giving two separate dates the matter has not yet been clarified.



4.  After consideration of all aspects of the case, it has been seen that the PIO has not done his duties as per the letter and spirit of the 
Act, rather has tried to mislead the Commission and thus also harassed the applicant. The PIO is hereby directed to show cause as to why action u/s 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 should not be initiated against him for non-supply of the information and also misleading the Co urt, by the next date of hearing.”
2.
The case was adjourned to May 15, 2007, i.e. today. Neither the  P.I.O. nor any representative of the P.I.O. is present and no explanation has been filed for the written reply to the show cause notice. However, it is clear that the P.I.O. has nothing to say and no reasonable explanation to offer in the matter.                    The Commission has considered the matter. The Commission is of the view that the P.I.O. has without reasonable cause not furnished information within the time stipulated in Section-7 Sub-section (1) and has given a wrong and misleading information to the Commission. Therefore, we hereby impose a penalty of Rs.250/- for each day of delay subject to the maximum of Twenty-five thousand rupees, as provided in Section 20(1) of the R.T.I. Act, 2005 on the P.I.O,/ D.D.P.O. Jalandhar.  The  Distt. Development & Panchayats Officer, Jalandhar is, therefore, directed to deposit the total amount of penalty of Twenty-five thousand rupees in the State Treasury within ten days of the date of receipt of these orders and to file a copy of the challan in the Commission in compliance and also to give intimation of the same to the Director, Rural Dev. & Panchayats, Punjab, Chandigarh.

3.
In case he fails to do so the Director Rural Dev. & Panchayats is hereby directed to ensure that the amount of penalty is recovered from the pay of the Distt. Development and Panchayats Officer-cum-P.I.O. Dev. & Panchayats Officer, Jalandhar and deposited in the State Treasury. The pay of the Distt. Dev. 
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& Panchayats officer, Jalandhar   will hence-forth not be disbursed to him till such time as the penalty imposed is paid up or has been recovered from him.

4.
In addition to the above, in case the information is still not supplied, we shall be constrained to recommend to the disciplinary authority that disciplinary action should be taken against the P.I.O./ District Development & Panchayats Officer, Jalandhar under the Service Rules applicable to him for having denied the information to the Complainant without reasonable cause as provided under Section 20(2) of the R.T.I. Act, 2005
5.
It shall be incumbent upon the Director, Rural Development and Panchayats, Government of Punjab, to inform this Court that the orders being passed today have been implemented in letter and spirit before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to July 04, 2007. 



SD:







SD:


  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
        State Information Commissioner

May 15, 2007.

Opk-R-B


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





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, The SSP Tarn Taran




.....Respondent

CC No. 85  of 2007:

Present:
None for the Complainant.


None for the Respondent.

Order:


This case had come up for consideration on 10th April, 2007 and was adjourned with the detailed orders on 15.5.07. Today, none has appeared for the PIO/S.S.P Tarn Taran despite due notice. None has appeared for Sh. Satnam Singh, complainant which is understandable, he being incarcerated in Central Jail, Ludhiana, being under trial prisoner for the last two years.

2. Since none has appeared and neither any written reply been sent in response to the reference of the Commission, it is taken that the facts mentioned in the complaint dated 15.12.06 with reference to application dated 2.8.06 under the RTI Act to the address of SSP Tarn Taran made by the complainant is correct and admitted.

3. The PIO, SSP Tarn Taran is hereby directed that the information, duly attested, sought by the complainant be provided to him with 10 days under due receipt from him, through Superintendent Central Jail, Ludhiana, and the receipt as well as copy of the information be produced in this Court for its record.

4. Notice is also hereby issued to the PIO (by name) to show cause why proceedings u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 should not be initiated against him for violation of the mandatory provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 and written explanation may be filed with in 15 days before the Commission. In case, the PIO wishes to be heard in person, he is hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto 
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for personal hearing on the next date of hearing i.e. 27.06.2007. The PIO may take note that in case he does not file his explanation and also does not appear, it will be presumed that he has  nothing to say and further action shall be taken ex parte.
5. Further that in case the PIO does not provide the information  to the applicant as per the  directions of  the Commission, further action is likely to be taken u/s 20(2) of the Act in addition to action u/s 20(1).

Adjourned to 27.6.2007.


SD:






SD:





(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner
15.5.2007

Ptk-B”

