

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri  Shamsher Singh Gharuan




......Complainant






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

.....Respondent

CC No. 001 & CC 121- of 2007:

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Shri Sohan Lal, Under Secretary (Rev.) Punjab.
Order:

Three complaints (i) CC-001-2007 (Shamsher Singh Gharuan Vs.                      F.C. (Rev.) Punjab, (II)  CC -121-2006 (Shamsher Singh Gharuan Vs. F.C. (Rev.) Punjab), fixed for today (17-04-2007) and the third complaint CC-089-2007 (Shamsher Singh Gharuan Vs. F.C. (Rev.) Punjab) already heard and discussed on April  10, 2007 and now fixed for next hearing on  April 25, 2007, are clubbed together, as the cause of action is the same and the application dated 14-11-2006 is identical in all the above three  complaints. These are clubbed together and the order shall be dictated in CC-089-2007 and a copy of that order shall be put in other two files, for facility of reference.
2. It is also to be noted that the representative of the F.C.’s office has stated that the application filed by the complainant on 14-11-2006 was referred to the Financial Commissioner (Revenue) Punjab, whereas it should have gone to the Department of Forests, Mini-secretariat, Punjab, Chandigarh. To confirm this point, Shri Shamsher Singh Gharuan has sent a letter which was received in this office on January 10, 2006, in which he has stated that the Punjab Land  Preservation Act, 1900, for which he is seeking information is administered by the Department of Forests and so the complaint should be transferred to that department for the supply of desired information. Since CC-089-2007 has been 
C No. 001 & CC 121- of 2007:
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adjourned to 25-4-2007, the other two complaints (CC-001 of 2007                                and  CC-121-2007) fixed for  today are adjourned to April 25,   2007; and it is ordered that notice should be sent to P.I.O. Department of Forests Punjab,                                   Mini-secretariat, Punjab, Sector 9, Chandigarh, with copies of the complaints                     as well as copies of previous papers also in each.
Adjourned to April 25, 2007.
SD:







SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
State Information Commissioner
April 17, 2007.
Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Ganesha Ram Raheja




......Complainant







Vs.









.....Respondent

PIO/Tehsildar Revenue, Hoshiarpur.

CC No. -261- of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Shivinder Singh, Clerk with Shri Kesho Ram, Clerk (Retd.)



O/o Tehsildar, Revenue, Hoshiarpur.

Order:


Today Naib Tehsildar has not appeared in the Court, he has sent his representative – Shri Shivinder Singh with his authority letter, but Shri Shivinder Singh is not conversant with the facts of the case, so –much-so, he is not aware of the last order of the Court which was sent to the Tehsildar Revenue, Hoshiarpur, as far back as   April 09, 2007. He is only carrying a paper in which it is specified as per the directions of the Hon’ble Commission passed on                     January 17, 2007 where the Naib Tehsildar was supposed to produce the water-bills and electricity bills pertaining to 1961. It is stated that as regards water-bills is concerned, there was fire in the office and the relevant record was not available. As regards the Electricity Bills are, connection number is necessarily required.

2.
Keeping in view the state of affairs and the attitude taken by the P.I.O. and the A.P.I.O., it seems that they have scant regard to supplying the information to the complaint under the R.T.I. Act, 2005. Therefore, it is ordered that show-cause notice should issue to the Tehsildar (Revenue) Hoshiarpur; under Section 20(1) of the Act also indicating the fact that the first application was filed in this Commission as far- back- as November 15, 2006, and by now a period of six 
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months has elapsed. However, last chance is given to the Respondent-Department  and a fresh notice along with a copy of this Order be sent to the P.I.O. concerned to appear in person and produce the relevant papers.


Adjourned to May 15, 2007.
SD:







SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
State Information Commissioner

April 17, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Raminder Kaur






......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ DD&PO, Ropar






.....Respondent

CC No.–578- of 2007:

Present:
Shri Charanbir Singh on behalf of Dr. (Mrs.) Raminder Kaur.



Shri Jiwan Kumar, BD&PO, Kharar with letter of authority of 



DD&PO Mohali.

Order:

The representative of the P.I.O. states that no recruitment of Doctors was, at any stage, made  by the Distt. Dev. & Panchayats Officer, Mohali on behalf of Panchayati Raj Institution. The notice appears to have been wrongly sent to him as it pertained entirely to DD&PO Ropar (It has been seem that a mix-up has occurred in the address of the notice probably because the complainant resides at Mohali. Office should be very careful in future.) In any case, a fresh notice should now be issued today itself to the P.I.O./DD&PO Ropar and  the PIO of the Zila Parishad Ropar, both to comply with the orders of this Court dated                          March 28, 03, 2007 (copy enclosed), without fail, by the next date of hearing.

2. Separately, vide letter dated 29-3-2007, the complainant has pointed out that under Point-12 of the original application, she has received the response; attached as Annexure-1 where she has brought to our notice that the dates written in hand at the signatures of the documents have clearly been over-written to show 28-6-2006, which can be clearly made lout by visual inspection. I haws raised a serious concern on the authenticity of the correctness of the information provided. She has also expressed her apprehension since under the Right to Information Act, a different reply has been given to her stating that some order had been issued by the Chairman Zila   Parishad,    Ropar   on     June 26, 2006,  
CC No.–578- of 2007:
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whereas the document provided in this case bears the signatures of the Chief Executive Engineer, Zila Parishad, Ropar and not the Chairman. She has also 

requested that the said document and the concerned file, in original, may be summoned to confirm the correctness of the information provided. A copy of this complaint should also be sent to both the PIOs and the original file from which the orders were issued regarding which information had been supplied under Point-12 should also be produced, in Court, on the next date of hearing.

 Adjourned to May 2, 2007.

SD: 






SD:
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
State Information Commissioner

April 17, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Harbans lal






......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/Senior Secondary, School, Bathinda.



.....Respondent

CC No –896-- of 2007:

Present:
Shri Harbans Lal complainant in person.

Mrs. Urmil Basra, Principal, SSD Mangat Ram Mittal Secondary School, Bathinda.

Order:


The Principal has stated that the order of the Court dated March 21, 2007 has been wrongly sent to her as the child was admitted in IX-th Class, but appeared in Matric as a private candidate and not through aegis of the School. Therefore the order should be sent to the S.S.D. Sr. Secondary School, l Diggi, Bathinda from which Shri Harbans Lal had passed his XII-th Class. It was pointed out by Mrs. Ravi Singh, State Information Commission that even the School to which a student is transferred, is required, under the mandatory instructions of the Board, to receive the School Leaving Certificate along with details marks obtained in the previous Class.  She pointed out  that this was even more important in a pre-Board Class. Therefore, the said information should very much be available with the Principal, SSDF Mangat Ram Mittal Sr. Secondary School, Bathinda also and the directions of the Commission dated March 21, 2007 equally apply to her School.

2.
However, a copy of the order dated March 21, 2007 should be sent to the Principal of the SSD Sr. Secondary School, Bathinda near Gol Diggi, Bathinda, also for compliance on his part as it was definitely the primary responsibility of that School to issue the said Certificate and of the SSDF Mangat Ram Mittal School to receive it. They should provide this information at least a week before the next date of hearing to the complainant under due receipt and file compliance 
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report in this Court, along with a copy of the certificate given and the receipt from the complainant on May 23, 2007, to which date this case is adjourned.


In case Shri Harbans Lal has received the said Certificate, he need not appear.



 SD:






SD:
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
State Information Commissioner

April 17, 2007.

Opk’

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

Smt. Pushpa Rani






......Complainant







Vs.
PIO./Distt.  Education Officer (Secondary), Moga


.....Respondent

AC No.-102-of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Sunil Kumar, Clerk D.E.O.(Secondary) Moga, for the PIO

Order:
1. Shri Sunil Kumar Clerk has appeared without any letter of authority from the P.I.O. he has no knowledge of the case and is not the dealing Clerk. He is carrying a bunch of papers with a covering letter addressed by the Director, Education (Secondary) addressed to the D.E.O. Moga, in which directions have been given to the D.E.O. to immediately give the information to the applicant under intimation to his office and a copy has been endorsed to Smt. Pusha Rani. It contains all other correspondence. These papers have no relevance and neither are they addressed to the Commission.

2. It is observed that the Commission is not a waste paper basket where                    all kinds of irrelevant papers should be sent to make whatever they will of them. The Commission is interested in the full and final reply to be supplied to the complainant with reference to her application dated November 16, 2006 under the R.T.I. Act made to the P.I.O office of District Education Officer, Moga. The Commission takes a serious view of the matter and the P.I.O. is hereby directed to immediately supply the information point-wise to Smt. Pushpa.

3. The also observes that the P.I.O. has shown a callous disregard for the applicant who is a senior citizen, and a widow, whose leg has been amputated and who is seeking reimbursement for the arrangement of the prosthetic (artificial) limb and who had asked for the information to be supplied to her 
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4. through Regd. post as far back as November 16, 2006. Instead the P.I.O has asked her on November 27, 2006 to reach his office and to get the information from there.

5. The complainant has further stated that when the information has finally been supplied, it has been ante-dated to show that it had been supplied within time  by putting false dates on the letter. A photo-stat copy of the complaint made by her to the Commission in this regard on December 17, 2006 must have reached the P.I.O. since it was also addressed to the Secretary, Education (Schools) and the Distt. Education Officer (Secondary), Moga. It is a part of the bunch of papers available today with the representative of the P.I.O. The P.I.O. should  also send his comments on her  allegations  in this connection and give his explanation for the same since it is a serious matter concerning misrepresentation and also ante-dating on the part of the P.I.O. (Office of the D.E.O.(Secondary), Moga.
6. Therefore, the P.I.O./Office of the D.E.O. Moga, is hereby directed to show cause why action as envisaged under Section 20(3) of the Act be not taken against him and why penalty as provided under the Act be not imposed upon him .A written explanation is required to be filed and he may also avail of the opportunity under Section 20(1) Proviso thereto for a personal hearing, if he so wishes, on the next date of hearing. He may take note that if he does not file the explanation and does not avail of the opportunity for personal hearing, it will be taken that he has nothing to say and further proceedings will be taken ex parte against him.


Adjourned to May 23, 2007.




SD:






SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



        (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
    State Information Commissioner

April 17, 2007.

Opk’


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Ganesha Ram Raheja




......Complainant







Vs.









.....Respondent

PIO/Tehsildar Revenue, Hoshiarpur.

CC No. -261- of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Shivinder Singh, Clerk with Shri Kesho Ram, Clerk (Retd.)



O/o Tehsildar, Revenue, Hoshiarpur.

Order:


Today Naib Tehsildar has not appeared in the Court, he has sent his representative – Shri Shivinder Singh with his authority letter, but Shri Shivinder Singh is not conversant with the facts of the case, so –much-so, he is not aware of the last order of the Court which was sent to the Tehsildar Revenue, Hoshiarpur, as far back as   April 09, 2007. He is only carrying a paper in which it is specified as per the directions of the Hon’ble Commission passed on                     January 17, 2007 where the Naib Tehsildar was supposed to produce the water-bills and electricity bills pertaining to 1961. It is stated that as regards water-bills is concerned, there was fire in the office and the relevant record was not available. As regards the Electricity Bills are, connection number is necessarily required.

2. Keeping in view the state of affairs and the attitude taken by the P.I.O. and the A.P.I.O., it seems that they have scant regard to supplying the information to the complaint under the R.T.I. Act, 2005. Therefore, it is ordered that show-cause notice should issue to the Tehsildar (Revenue) Hoshiarpur; under Section 20(1) of the Act also indicating the fact that the first application was filed in this Commission as far- back- as November 15, 2006, and by now a period of six 
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months has elapsed. However, last chance is given to the Respondent-Department  and a fresh notice along with a copy of this Order be sent to the P.I.O. concerned to appear in person and produce the relevant papers.


Adjourned to May 15, 2007.
SD:






SD”:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
State Information Commissioner

April 17, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Raminder Kaur






......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ DD&PO, Ropar






.....Respondent

CC No.–578- of 2007:

Present:
Shri Charanbir Singh on behalf of Dr. (Mrs.) Raminder Kaur.



Shri Jiwan Kumar,BD&PO, Kharar with letter of authority of 



DD&PO Mohali.

Order:

The representative of the P.I.O. states that no recruitment of Doctors was, at any stage, made  by the Distt. Dev. & Panchayats Officer, Mohali on behalf of Panchayati Raj Institution. The notice appears to have been wrongly sent to him as it pertained entirely to DD&PO Ropar (It has been seem that a mix-up has occurred in the address of the notice probably because the complainant resides at Mohali. Office should be very careful in future.) In any case, a fresh notice should now be issued today itself to the P.I.O./DD&PO Ropar and  the PIO of the Zila Parishad Ropar, both to comply with the orders of this Court dated                          March 28, 03, 2007 (copy enclosed), without fail, by the next date of hearing.

2.
Separately, vide letter dated 29-3-2007, the complainant has pointed out that under Point-12 of the original application, she has received the response; attached as Annexure-1 where she has brought to our notice that the dates written in hand at the signatures of the documents have clearly been over-written to show 28-6-2006, which can be clearly made lout by visual inspection. I haws raised a serious concern on the authenticity of the correctness of the information provided. She has also expressed her apprehension since under the Right to Information Act, a different reply has been given to her stating that some order had been issued by the Chairman Zila Parishad, Ropar on June 26, 2006,  whereas the document provided in this case bears the signatures of the Chief Executive Engineer, Zila Parishad, Ropar and not the Chairman. She has also 

requested that the said document and the concerned file, in original, may be summoned to confirm the correctness of the information provided. A copy of this 
complaint should also be sent to both the PIOs and the original file from which the orders were issued regarding which information had been supplied under Point-12 should also be produced, in Court, on the next date of hearing.

 Adjourned to May 2, 2007.
SD: 






 SD:
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
State Information Commissioner

April 17, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Harbans lal






......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/Senior Secondary, School, Bathinda.



.....Respondent

CC No –896-- of 2007:

Present:
Shri Harbans Lal complainant in person.

Mrs. Urmil Batra, Principal, SSD Mangat Ram Mittal Secondary School, Bathinda.

Order:


The Principal has stated that the order of the Court dated March 21, 2007 has been wrongly sent to her as the child was admitted in IX-th Class, but appeared in Matric as a private candidate and not through A.E.G.I.S of the School. Therefore the order should be sent to the S.S.D. Sr. Secondary School, Gol Diggi, Bathinda from which Shri Harbans Lal had passed his XII-th Class. It was pointed out by Mrs. Ravi Singh, State Information Commission that even the School to which a student is transferred, is required, under the mandatory instructions of the Board, to receive the School Leaving Certificate along with details marks obtained in the previous Class.  She pointed out  that this was even more important in a pre-Board Class. Therefore, the said information should very much be available with the Principal, SSDF Mangat Ram Mittal Sr. Secondary School, Bathinda also and the directions of the Commission dated March 21, 2007 equally apply to her School.

2.
However, a copy of the order dated March 21, 2007 should be sent to the Principal of the SSD Sr.Secondary School, Bathinda near Gol Diggi, Bathinda, also for compliance on his part as it was definitely the primary responsibility of that School to issue the said Certificate and of the SSDF Mangat Ram Mittal School to receive it. They should provide this information at least a week before 
the next date of hearing to the complainant under due receipt and file compliance 
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report in this Court, along with a copy of the certificate given and the receipt from the complainant on May 23, 2007, to which date this case is adjourned.


In case Shri Harbans Lal has received the said Certificate, he need not appear.


SD:






SD:

               (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)
State Information Commissioner 
State Information Commissioner

April 17, 2007.

Opk’

  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

SH. Ramesh Bhardwaj





......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/Secretary, Health and Family Welfare



.....Respondent

CC No.-808- of 2007:

Present:
Shri Ramesh Bhardwaj Complainant in person.

Shri Sohan Singh, Supdt. Grade-II, Health and Family Welfare Deptt. Punjab with letter of authority from the P.I.O.

Order:

Shri Sohan Singh has stated that letter dated April 10, 2007 has been sent to the complainant directing him to deposit Cost of the information, so that it can be given to him. The complainant confirms having received the letter yesterday. The complainant also states that he has addressed a letter to the P.I.O. on April 16, 2007 and a copy of it was endorsed to the Commission. The said letter has not been received in the Commission. However, he has supplied it today. It has already been ordered by the State Commission that no fee should be charged since the information had not been supplied within the stipulated period as per the provisions in Section 7(6) of the Act.


It is observed that the orders of the Commission had been passed in the presence of the P.I.O. Shri Sohan Singh, Supdt. Grade-II and the orders were dictated in open court and his presence has been noted in the order on March 20, 2007. Shri Sohan Singh states that the letter dated April 16;, 2006 of the complainant has not been received by the P.I.O.., However, whether that letter has been received or not and whether the order of this Court has been received or not. Since Shri Sohan is himself dealing with the matter, the issuance of the letter by the P.I.O. on the face of the proceedings of this Commission on March 20, 2007 when the representative of the P.I.O. was present in Court, is nothing 
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short of contempt of Court. Shri Sohan Singh has brought the said papers, duly attested, with him. It is hereby ordered that they should be supplied today itself to the complainant through Court. The Complainant is also directed to examine the said papers and then given receipt for the same.


In view of the earlier observations of the Commission, the P.I.O. may show cause why penalty as provided under Section 20(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 Act should not be imposed upon him for the reasons stated. The PIO is also hereby given an opportunity to give written explanation and if he so desires a personal hearing as provided under Section 20(1) Proviso thereof.




SD:






SD:
            (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



            (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
      State Information Commissioner

Opk’
  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

SH. Ramesh Bhardwaj





......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/Secretary, Health and Family Welfare



.....Respondent

CC No.-808- of 2007:

Present:
Shri Ramesh Bhardwaj Complainant in person.

Shri Sohan Singh, Supdt. Grade-II, Health and Family Welfare Deptt. Punjab with letter of authority from the P.I.O.

Order:

Shri Sohan Singh has stated that letter dated April 10, 2007 has been sent to the complainant directing him to deposit Cost of the information, so that it can be given to him. The complainant confirms having received the letter yesterday. The complainant also states that he has addressed a letter to the P.I.O. on April 16, 2007 and a copy of it was endorsed to the Commission. The said letter has not been received in the Commission. However, he has supplied it today. It has already been ordered by the State Commission that no fee should be charged since the information had not been supplied within the stipulated period as per the provisions in Section 7(6) of the Act.


It is observed that the orders of the Commission had been passed in the presence of the P.I.O. Shri Sohan Singh, Supdt. Grade-II and the orders were dictated in open court and his presence has been noted in the order on March 20, 2007. Shri Sohan Singh states that the letter dated April 16;, 2006 of the complainant has not been received by the P.I.O.., However, whether that letter has been received or not and whether the order of this Court has been received or not. Since Shri Sohan is himself dealing with the matter, the issuance of the letter by the P.I.O. on the face of the proceedings of this Commission on March 20, 2007 when the representative of the P.I.O. was present in Court, is nothing 
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short of contempt of Court. Shri Sohan Singh has brought the said papers, duly attested, with him. It is hereby ordered that they should be supplied today itself to the complainant through Court. The Complainant is also directed to examine the said papers and then given receipt for the same.


In view of the earlier observations of the Commission, the P.I.O. may show cause why penalty as provided under Section 20(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 Act should not be imposed upon him for the reasons stated. The PIO is also hereby given an opportunity to give written explanation and if he so desires a personal hearing as provided under Section 20(1) Proviso thereof.



SD:







SD:
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                       (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner 
      State Information Commissioner

April 17, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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






 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, Registrar, Irrigation Deptt. Punjab.



.....Respondent

CC No. 443  of 2006:

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

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

Order:

Shri M.R. Singla states that he has himself misplaced his file in this connection, but he has prayed for an adjournment as he will get copy of the Appeal as well as the order thereof dated 15.12.06 from the Appellate Court and also will supply crux of the complaint i.e. the specific part of misleading information provided by the PIO to him under the RTI Act, 2005 with respect to his representation 2-Spl.. Accordingly, he is given one last opportunity to do so.


Adjourned to 15.5.2007.




SD:
                                                 SD:










(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner
April 17,2007

Ptk”

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri M.R.Singla






 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, Irrigation Department, Punjab.



.....Respondent

CC No. 368 & 441 of 2006:
Present:
 Shri M.R.Singla, complainant in person.

                       Shri Wattan Singh, Registrar-cum-PIO, Irrigation Dett.

Order:

On the last date of hearing on 14.3.07, full information had allegedly been provided to Mr. Singla.  However, since  it was not earlier provided to him although  he was sitting with the officials since morning, but given only during the hearing through Court, he had requested for some time to study it. Today, he has stated that the information  required by him  was in respect of 530 officers in the Performa in which he had asked for it. However, information regarding 235 officers only had been given to him on the last date and he therefore required the remaining information also. On the other hand, the department has already filed the reply received on 14.3.04 in which they have stated that in case Shri Singla asked for further information, it may kindly be disposed of in terms of Section 7(9) of the Act as information being sought by him would disproportionately divert the resources of the Department. 
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2.
Shri Singla had also pointed out that the information being supplied to him is  divergent on the point  of period of probation which he had asked for in Col. No. 5, as at one place it is written that probation period is of 2 years and at another place it is written that probation period  does not apply. The PIO may be requested to sort out and clarify which is correct. For that it is essential that they should give date on which the probation period finished in each case. 

2. Shri Wattan Singh has also stated that information regarding 530 officers had already been provided to Shri Singla at his residence as is evident from letter No. 1071-74 dated 5.3.06 supplied by another Branch. The PIO is directed to place a copy of this on record of the Court. After perusal, the letter, it is seen that it is with respect to application No. 66 dated 27.2.06, CC No. 368 & 441 under RTI Act, 2005 and both these complaints are under consideration today. However, Shri Singla asserts that with this communication dated 5.3.07 what had been supplied was information with regard to grant of selection grade only as stated in the letter itself. It is observed that, whether information regarding 530 officers has been supplied  or not, cannot be a matter of conjecture. If the information has been supplied in respect of 530 officers on the same lines as the information supplied on the last date about 235 officer, copy of the same must be available with the PIO which should be provided to the applicant on 
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the next date of hearing. Shri Singla has stated that the he has given up his demand for Col No. 8 & 9. 

Adjourned to 15.5.2005.(copy of this order should also be placed on file No. CC-441).


Sd/-


                                Sd/-





(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

April 17,2007

Ptk”

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Rajan soni






 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, Secretary, Health and Family Welfare, Punjab.

.....Respondent

CC No.  735 of 2006:
Present:
 Sh. Rajan Soni, complainant in person.

                       Shri Lakhbir Singh, Sr. Assistant, on behalf of PIO.

Order:


The representative of the PIO presented a copy of its reply dated 10.4.07, made to the State Information Commission, a copy of which had been endorsed to Shri Soni who has confirmed having received it. However, he stated that  it is not specific his application. The Commission is also not satisfied with the reply and therefore, directed the PIO that Shri Soni be allowed to inspect the file today. He asked for photocopies of the record regarding  his application which is available with the PIO. Shri Soni has accordingly been supplied the information pertaining to his application  today through Court.  The case is, therefore, disposed of.





SD:





SD:



(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner
April 17, 2007

Ptk”

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Roshan Lal Singla,






 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Director, Rural Dev. And Panchayats, Punjab.

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

Present:
 Shri Roshan Lal Singla, complainant in person.
                       Sh. Mehar Dass Sharma, Dy. Secy-cum-PIO, F.C.Sectt.

                        Sh. Karam singh, Sr. Assistant, O/O F.C.Sectt.
Order:

Shri Mehar Dass Sharma, Dy. Secy-cum-PIO states that  a last chance may be given since the information is to be collected from the field offices of all over the State and full information is not available at Head Office. He has asked for at least 20 days more for supplying the  full information. In view of his sincere request, the last adjournment is given.


Adjourned to 16.5.2007.





SD:  





SD:




(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)
 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner
April 17,2007
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STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Ramesh Bhardwaj





 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, Secretary Health and Family Welfare,Pb.


.....Respondent

CC No.  808 of 2006:
Present:
 Shri Ramesh Bharewaj, complainant in person.
                       Shri sohan Singh, Supdt. On behalf of the PIO.

Order:


Shri Ramesh Bhardwar has been given information after he has duly inspected the file which was pertinent to his application and he is satisfied with it. However, he has stated that he wants to know the status of the case filed by the Vigilance Department after catching Dr. S.K.Sharma, red handed. The representative of the PIO stated that the department is not aware of the case in the Vigilance Department. With this, the matter is disposed of.



SD:





SD:







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner
April 17, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Joginder Singh,






 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, D.C.Amritsar.






.....Respondent

AC No.107  of 2006:
Present:
None for the complainant.
                       None for the PIO.

Order:

The complainant  Col. Joginder Singh has made second Appeal u/s 7 of the RTI Act, 2005 that his application dated 11.8.06 filed under RTI Act before the PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar has not been attended to. There after, he had filed an Appeal to the First Appellate Authority, PIO, D.C. Amritsar, once again on 6.11.06, but no effect. Hence he has stated that PIO as well as the First Appellate Authority, both have not supplied the information or  relief and it should be treated as deemed refusal. He has also requested that a penalty of                    Rs. 250/- per day be imposed for it till date the information is furnished. The information  sought was regarding the issue of Red Card and payment of relief to the family of Col Joginder Singh, as  his family is not in a position to avail of the relief of Rs. 2 lacs.  The file pertains to the issue of Red Card is not traceable in the office. He has asked for the name and designation of the officers responsible for misplacing the file, action taken by the channels of supervision against erring employees and when the Red Card will be issued and relief paid to Col Joginder Singh.
2.
The complaint was referred to the PIO, office of D.C. Amritsar on 28th March and the hearing was fixed for 4th April, 2007. None appeared for the 
CC No. 107 of 2007                                                                       -2
complainant and the respondent. It was observed that the notice for hearing had been issued on March 28, 2007 for 4th April, whereas there were also two intervening holidays. So it was considered that the parties may not have received
the notice and may not have attended the Court today for that reason. Therefore, notice was issued once again on 5th April for hearing on today. Today again none appeared neither on behalf of the PIO nor complainant.

2. It is observed that the complainant is not required to attend  the hearing in the Commission as per provisions of the Act. However, the  Commission takes serious note of the non compliance of the authorized time limit by the PIO and also non appearance of the PIO despite due notice. The PIO is hereby directed to supply the necessary information to the complainant immediately under due receipt and to file a copy of the information in the Commission for its record on the next date of hearing without fail as the period for supply of information has already been exceeded to by more than two months. The PIO is also hereby given an opportunity to show cause why action should not be initiated against him u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005.
Adjourned to 16th May, 2007.



SD 






SD:








(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner
17th April,  2007
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STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Joginder Singh,






 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, D.C.Amritsar.






.....Respondent

AC No.107  of 2006:
Present:
None for the complainant.
                       None for the PIO.

Order:

The complainant  Col. Joginder Singh has made second Appeal u/s 7 of the RTI Act, 2005 that his application dated 11.8.06 filed under RTI Act before the PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar has not been attended to. There after, he had filed an Appeal to the First Appellate Authority, PIO, D.C. Amritsar, once again on 6.11.06, but no effect. Hence he has stated that PIO as well as the First Appellate Authority, both have not supplied the information or  relief and it should be treated as deemed refusal. He has also requested that a penalty of Rs. 250/- per day be imposed for it till date the information is furnished. The information  sought was regarding the issue of Red Card and payment of relief to the family of Col Joginder Singh, as  his family is not in a position to avail of the relief of Rs. 2 lacs.  The file pertains to the issue of Red Card is not traceable in the office. He has asked for the name and designation of the officers responsible for misplacing the file, action taken by the channels of supervision against erring employees and when the Red Card will be issued and relief paid to Col Joginder Singh.
3. The complaint was referred to the PIO, office of D.C.Amritsar on 28th March and the hearing was fixed for 4th April, 2007. None appeared for the 
CC No. 107 of 2007                                                                       -2
complainant and the respondent. It was observed that the notice for hearing had been issued on March 28, 2007 for 4th April, whereas there were also two intervening holidays. So it was considered that the parties may not have received
the notice and may not have attended the Court today for that reason. Therefore, notice was issued once again on 5th April for hearing on today. Today again none appeared neither on behalf of the PIO nor complainant.

4. It is observed that the complainant is not required to attend  the hearing in the Commission as per provisions of the Act. However, the  Commission takes serious note of the non compliance of the authorized time limit by the PIO and also non appearance of the PIO despite due notice. The PIO is hereby directed to supply the necessary information to the complainant immediately under due receipt and to file a copy of the information in the Commission for its record on the next date of hearing without fail as the period for supply of information has already been exceeded to by more than two months. The PIO is also hereby given an opportunity to show cause why action should not be initiated against him u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005.
Adjourned to 16th May, 2007.



SD 






SD:








(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner
17th April,  2007
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