

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bachittar Singh Vs. C.M.O. Ludhiana


......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o C.M.O. Ludhiana





.....Respondent.

AC No-134-of  2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Dr. Manjeet Kaur, the then Sr. Medical officer-cum-P.I.O.



Civil Hospital, Ludhiana.

Order:


The explanation of the P.I.O. had been called for non-supply of the information. Dr. Manjeet Kaur has stated that she was the Sr. Medical officer at the relevant time. However, she was on leave during the said period and the Sr. Medical Officer, who replaced her never sent her copies of any of the orders pertaining to her. She has come personally and explained the matter and her explanation has been accepted.

2. She has also stated that the information has since been supplied to    Smt. Rachhpal Kaur daughter of Bachittar Singh at the address supplied by the complainant since he was not present at his residence (comprising 236 pages). However,  I have gone through the record supplied and find that it is not at all what was required by the complainant in the application. The material provided is completely off the mark and appears to be irrelevant, for example in item-4, whereas, what has been produced is the stock issued and utilization. The complainant had asked for:
“4.Procedure for local purchase of items to be procured for Hospital/Hospitals use and details of items which were procured for Hospital use by local purchase during the year 2004 to 2006.”

3.
I take a serious view of this. The P.I.O is now directed to give the relevant information with a covering letter point-wise with an index and duly attested.  The P.I.O. should satisfy himself regarding the appropriateness and the relevance of the information to be supplied and not make a mockery of the whole exercise by wasting the time of the complainant as well as of the Court. This information is required to be given immediately by the present P.I.O. to the complainant  under due receipt and to produce the same along with a copy of the information supplied for perusal by the Commission and its record.

Adjourned to October 24, 2007.











SD:









 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner

August 22, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shmt. Ramesh Sharma




......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o D.E.O. Sangrur




.....Respondent.

CC No-033-of  2007: 

Present:
Shri Ramesh Chand Sharma, husband of Mrs. Ramesh 





Sharma, complainant.



Shri Pawan Kumar, A.P.I.O.-cum- DEO, Sangrur.

Order:


This matter has been considered by the Commission on many dates and substantive and detailed orders have been passed on May 09, June 19, and July 04, 2007. The orders are very clear that the Commission is seriously considering the allegations of the mala fide against the P.I.O - Shri Jagjit Inder Singh, the then Deputy Education Officer, Sangrur by deliberately withholding of information. The allegations are prima facie borne out on the basis of whatever record is available on file,  that Smt. Ramesh Sharma, S.S Mistress, (on whose complaint, one Shri Harish Kumar, Lecturer was transferred, upon a preliminary inquiry conducted by    Shri Gurtej Singh Grewal, Principal Govt. Sr. Secondary School, Bhogiwala, and on whose testimony  and findings thereon, by the Preliminary Inquiry officer, a charge-sheet had been framed against the said Shri Harish Kumar) was denied copy of her previous  statement and was deliberately not given a copy of the said Preliminary inquiry even when,  she had applied for the same  under the R.T.I Act. The information was deliberately withheld from her by the P.I.O.-cum-Deputy D.E.O. The said record was in the custody of the D.E.O.-cum-Inquiry Officer- Shri Joginder Singh Aulakh throughout. The then P.I.O-cum-Deputy D.E.O.-                      Shri Jagjit Inder Singh did not make these documents available to her Until well after the completion of the inquiry although she was the main witness and required to consult those documents before deposing. 
2.
 In spite of the Commission having taken serious notice, no explanation is coming-forth and the comments/explanation of Shri Jagjit Inder Singh, the then P.I.O.-cum- Dy. D.E.O.. have not been added. Neither have the comments of the boss of the then P.I.O. to whom, the application had been made (i.e. the then D.E.O. who was also the Inquiry Officer) 
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had not been got  added.  Instead, the present D.E.O. Sangrur – Shri Ashok Bhalla - is sending his comments and giving decision at his own level stating that  there is no need for    para-wise reply and there is no case made out for taking any action against  Shri Joginder Singh Aulakh !.  The Distt. Education Officer is advised that it is for the Commission to make up its mind as to what action is to be taken and against whom, under the Act.
3.
 Shri Jagjit Inder Singh, the previous P.I.O. Sangrur (now Retd) and the then D.E.O. Sangrur - Shri Joginder Singh Aulakh , both are hereby given notice through the present D.E.O. Sangrur under Section 20(1) of the R.T.I. Act and required to file written reply/explanation as to why action, as envisaged therein be not taken against them through the imposition of penalty of Rs.250/-, each,  per day of delay in providing the information and for deliberately withholding the same,  subject to the maximum of Rs.25, 000/- each as per the provisions contained in the Act.

4.
Both of them are also hereby given an opportunity for personal hearings under Section 20(1) Proviso thereto, on the same date. They may take note that in case they do not file written replies and also choose not to appear on that date, it will be presumed that they have nothing to say and the Commission will take further proceedings in their absence. They cannot be represented by anybody else. No further opportunity will be granted.

5.
The  then P.I.O. and the then D.E.O. may further take note that in case the needful is not done, even by the next date, the Commission will be constrained to take action under Section 20(2) of the Act for recommending disciplinary action against them. A copy of this order be sent to the Director, Public Instructions (Secondary) Punjab, Chandigarh with reference to the inquiry report conducted by Shri Joginder Singh Aulakh against Shri Harish Kumar, Lecturer and sent to the D.P.I. for further action as well as the Principal-Secretary Education (Secondary) for his information.

Adjourned to November 07, 2006. for consideration of the written explanation/personal hearings. 


SD:
  





  

      (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)










State Information Commissioner 


 August 22, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. R.K.Arora, Advocate





......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o D.P.I.(S-E), Punjab





.....Respondent.

CC No-181-of  2007: 

Present:
Shri M.S. Nagra, Advocate for the complainant.



Shri Barjinder Singh, Clerk, O/o DPI-(SE) Pb.

Order:

1.
On the last date of hearing on June 19, 2007, Smt. Tarinder Kaur, Superintendent, authorized representative of the P.I.O. was present.  Para-3 of the order of the Court on that day, reads as under:-

3.    Today Smt. Tarinder Kaur, Supdt. Authorized representative of the P.I.O. has appeared and has admitted that no reply  has been sent to be the Complainant neither she has given any reply in writing today in the Court. In fact, she has no knowledge about the case at all. It has been clearly mentioned in the notice of the Commission that no person below the rank of A.P.I.O. is authorized to appear in Court and who-so-ever appears should be well conversant with the facts of the case. She has no reply except to say that the matter has been dealt with and sent to the department for his promotion with retrospective effect from the date when his juniors were promoted and it is pending for personal hearing with the Secretary, Education Punjab.
2.
In spite of that order, the representative sent by the P.I.O. today is a Clerk. This is highly objectionable as it was clearly mentioned in the notice that no person below the rank of P.I.O. should appear in the hearing. Shri Barjinder Singh Clerk has presented a letter dated August 20, 2007, in which it is stated that the information has already been supplied to Shri R.K. Arora on   July 13, 2007. Now, stating that the information had already been supplied on July 13, 2007 is not acceptable since no receipt has been produced from the complainant and neither has the proof of Registry been produced, as clearly directed in para-5 of the order dated 19-06-2007

3.
It is also noted that the P.I.O. has not sent any written reply as directed, to the show cause notice and in pursuance of paras 6 &7 of the order dated June 19,2006. One more and last opportunity is given for the same.


Adjourned to October 24, 2007.




SD:


   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)










State Information Commissioner 


 August 22, 2007. Opk’



 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

 Dr. Charanjit Singh Gumtala




......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Secretary, Education Punjab



.....Respondent.

CC No-185-of  2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Prem Nath, A.P.I.O. Estt.-II O/o D.P.I. Pb.



Shri Amarjit Singh Walia, A.P.I.O, O/o Secy. Education Pb.



Shri Gursewak Singh, Sr Asstt, O/o D.P.I.(S) P.

Order:

On the last date of hearing i.e. June 19,2007, a show cause Notice had been issued under Section 20(1) to the P.I.O. for non-supply of the information to Shri Charanjit Singh Gumtala in respect of his application dated September 18, 2006 under the R.T.I. Act with due payment of fee.

2. Today, the report of the P.I.O. of the office of the D.P.I. states that full information has since been sent to the address given by the complainant, but the information has been received back with the remarks from the Post Office stating   “The applicant is not available as he has gone abroad.” He stated that earlier also the Distt. Education Officer, Gurdaspur had sent the information directly to the applicant in respect of his district, but that had also similarly been received back with the same remarks.

3. I have gone through the information which had been laboriously collected by the D.P.I.’s office from all the 20 districts of the State by constant follow-up with them.                            Since this is not a question of providing a ready-made document, but of collecting information to be gleaned from documents and from different sources, not located at headquarters, I am of the view that the stipulated period of thirty days cannot be applied in this case since the information is required to be created, and it is not a case of ready-documents being supplied. The show-cause notice is, therefore, withdrawn and the rule is discharged. 

4. In my view the stipulated period of thirty days could not have been adhered to by the P.I.O. A copy of the information sent to him has been supplied and may be placed on the record of the Commission.

The complainant is ordered to be hereby disposed of.










SD:







                         (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


August 22, 2007. 





State Information Commissioner

Opk’ 


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Iqbal Singh 





......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o S.D.M. Ludhiana




 .....Respondent.

CC No-193-of  2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Rajinder Oberoi, A.P.I.O.-cum- Tehsildar, Jagraon

Order:


The A.P.I.O-cum-Tehsildar, Jagraon has sent the information through the Superintendent Jail to the applicant. The applicant has separately, in a letter dated                July 05, 2007 acknowledged that he has received the information finally on July 05,2007.
2.
However, he has stated that he has asked for this information to be provided to him within 48 hours since he was in Jail. I have checked his application and Form-A submitted by him to the S.D.M. on December 05, 2006. There is no mention in that application that the matter concerns his liberty, which was required to be stated by him along with reasonable proof of the requirement to sustain his arguments. Apparently in Section 7,     it is stated that “where information sought concerns the liberty of a person, the same shall be provided within 48 hours of the receipt of the request.”
3.
However, every request made by a person, who is a convict or undertrial and is lodged in jail, does not automatically become a matter pertaining to his life and liberty.                         The complainant has lodged four such complaints about the loss of scooter, complaint about as constable etc. and all of them cannot be presumed to be urgent unless he gives the reasons therefor. The matter is, therefore disposed of.  However, the P.I.O./A.P.I.O. is warned to be more careful to adhere strictly to the stipulated period in future.


SD:
              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)










State Information Commissioner 

August 22, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurjit Singh






......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o D.P.I,. (SE) Punjab





.....Respondent.

CC No-195-0f  2007: 

Present:
Shri Gurjit Singh, complainant in person.



Shri Ram Lal Singh, Sr.; Assistant-APIO O/o DEO, Ludhiana

Order:


In the last order dated June 19, 2007, it had been noted that the information with regard to items 3,5,6,7, 8 and 13 of the original application dated December 06, 2006 had not yet been supplied. A direction had been given to the P.I.O. to supply the said information immediately. The P.I.O. has stated and the complainant has confirmed that    full information has been supplied to him vide letter dated July 02, 2007, free of charges (Covering letter of 2 pages + 4 annexure). The information has, therefore, been supplied in full.

2.
Thereafter, Shri Gurjit Singh complainant has sent another letter dated                             July 06, 2007 asking for further information posing questions based upon the information supplied with copy to the Commission. Once again, the Distt. Education Officer, Ludhiana, has sent reply to these questions dated August 13, 2007 and sent further information                      (two pages covering letter) and sent three further documents again free of charge.                        Shri Gurjit Singh has once again presented another letter today pointing out further defects and flaws in the reasoning of the Distt. Education Officer for further information.

3.
I have gone through the subsequent letters and find that it is nothing but the complainant trying to put-forth his case regarding great injustice which he feels, has been done to him. It has been explained to him that this is not the forum where his problems can be ordered to be set right. For that, based upon the information, he has received under the Right to Information Act, 2005, he can frame an application for redressal of his grievances before the Competent Authority. In the present case, the D.P.I. or the Secretary Education or Education Minister, as the case may be. As such, the complaint is disposed of. 



SD:
      (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj          
 State Information Commissioner 

 August 22, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jatinder Kaushal





......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Secretary, Education Punjab



.....Respondent.

CC No-212-of  2007: 

Present:    None for the complainant.


        None for the P.I.O.– Secretary, Education Punjab

Order:


Shri Jitender Kaushal had appeared before the Bench earlier in the day but is not present when the case has been called. However, he has received full information and in his receipt given today, he has confirmed the receipt of all the documents saying, “I am fully satisfied.”


In this view of the matter, the complaint is hereby disposed of.

SD:


  





  
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


 August 22, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Roshan Lal 






......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Tehsildar, Phillaur





.....Respondent.

CC No-360-of  2007: 

Present:
Shri Roshan Lal complainant in person.



Shri Satnam Singh, Naib Tehsildar, APIO, Phillaur.

Order:


The A.P.I.O states that the attested photo-stat copy of the Aks Shajra (Latha) of the village has been provided to the complainant. Further, he has stated that the Collector (Deputy Commissioner) has already ordered Nishan Dei of the concerned Khasra Nos. to be made by the concerned authority. The complainant is also satisfied that he has received the information asked for. The case is, therefore, disposed of.

      SD:


  





      
            (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








      
           State Information Commissioner 
 August 22, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shmt. Raman Rani 





......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Colonel College, Chural Kalal



.....Respondent.

CC No-449-of  2007: 

Present:
Smt. Raman Rani, complainant in person.



Shri Harvinder Singh, Lecturer, on behalf of P.I.O.

Order:


The applicant stated that she has received information except point 3(v) attested copy of the joining report signed by Smt. Raman Rani and for point 3(vii) attested copy of the Teachers’ personal Proforma pertaining to Smt. Raman Rani. The P.I.O. is directed to send the said information to her by Regd. Post as requested by her earlier and send copy of the same and proof of Registry along with copies of these two documents to the Commission for its record within ten days. In case Smt. Raman Rani has received information she need not appear on the next date of hearing and it will be presumed that she has received the information asked for and the case will be closed accordingly.


Adjourned to September 18, 2007.











SD:
  





  

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)










State Information Commissioner 


 August 22, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Swarn S. Snehi





......Complainant







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


.....Respondent.

AC No-073-of  2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Ranbir Singh Muddal, the then DD&PO Jalandhar, now at Gurdaspur-cum-PIO.

Shri Ranjit Singh, Panchayats Officer, Phillaur on behalf of present P.I.O.-cum-DD&PO.

Order:


I have considered the reply to the show-cause notice submitted by the then P.I.O.           In this case, vide order dated may 15,2007, a penalty of Rs.25,000/- has been imposed upon Shri Ranbir Singh Muddal, the then PIO-cum-DD&PO, Jalandhar for not having supplied the information to the complainant within the stipulated period as also for his authorized representative Sh. Bhopinder Singh having made the misleading statement  before the Commission. Thereafter, in spite of many notices and even upon issuing of show cause notice, no reply was filed. Shri Ranbir Singh Muddal, who is now DD&PO Gurdaspur has filed a written representation dated May 16, 2007 received on July 04, 2007 stating that there has been a mix-up in his office since there were two complaints, i.e. No.AC-042-2006 decided by another Bench of the Commission on December 05, 2006 (Bench of Shri Rajan Kashyap, Hon’ble Chief Information Commissioner) and AC-073 of 2007 the present complaint. In fact, during the hearing of AC-042 of 2006 in the other Bench, the information regarding AC-073-2007 had also been supplied to him. However, the applicant refused to receive the information in connection with his Appeal No. AC-073 of 2007 along with information in AC-042-2006 on that date, stating that he did not know before which Bench the other Appeal (AC-073-2007) was fixed. This fact was mentioned in a meeting held in the office of the B,D.,&P.O. that Shri Snehi had refused to accept the information. He has attached a copy of the proceedings.
AC No-073-of  2007:
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2. As for the show-cause notice, it had never been sent or shown to the erstwhile D.D.&P.O. Jalandhar who was then posted at Gurdaspur. In view of this fact that the complainant has never even once brought to the notice of this Court that the information was being supplied to him and he had refused to receive it, nor has he ever himself appeared on any of the hearings. I consider this is a fit case where the penalty imposed upon Shri Ranbir Singh Muddal is waived. 

3.
In this view of the matter, the complaint is hereby disposed of.










SD:
  





 

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)










State Information Commissioner 


 August 22, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Iqbal Singh 






......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Distt. Transport Officer, Ludhiana


.....Respondent.

CC No: 190-of  2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Karan Singh, A.T.I.O. O/o D.T.O. Ludhiana.

Order:


The A.P.I.O. states that information has since been supplied to the complainant vide letter dated July 02, 2007, enclosing copy of the letter of A.D.T.O. Raikot. A copy of the said communication has also been provided to the Commission for its record. The A.D.T.O. has been directed to further send a copy of the same communication of the applicant who is an  under-trial prisoner through the Superintendent of Jail to ensure its receipt.


With this, the matter is hereby disposed of.


SD:
  





 
            (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


 August 22, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Iqbal Singh





......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana














.....Respondent.

CC No- 191-of  2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


None for the P.I.O. O/o D.C. Ludhiana.

Order:

None is present on behalf of the parties. It is already 6.30 P.M. No time is left. 
Adjourned to October 03, 2007.

SD:


  





 
   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







           State Information Commissioner 


 August 22, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Iqbal Singh





......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana














.....Respondent.

CC No- 192-of  2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the P.I.O. O/o D.C. Ludhiana.

Order:

None is present on behalf of the parties. It is already 6.30 P.M. No time is left. 

Adjourned to October 03, 2007.

SD:


  





 
   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







          State Information Commissioner 


 August 22, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Manoj Kumar Goyal





......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Distt. Transport Officer, Mansa



.....Respondent.

CC No-384-of  2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


None for the P.I.O. O/o D.T.O. Mansa

Order:


None is present on behalf of the parties. It is already 6.30 P.M. No time is left. 

Adjourned to October 10, 2007.


SD:
  





 

   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







       State Information Commissioner 

August 22, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Lalit Goyal






......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o P.I.O. Distt. Transport Officer Mansa


.....Respondent.

CC No-414-of  2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the P.I.O. O/o D.T.O. Mansa

Order:


None is present on behalf of the parties. It is already 6.30 P.M. No time is left. 

Adjourned to October 10, 2007.


SD:

  





 
            (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


 August 22, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Amar Nath





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, D.P.I(Sec.)Punjab




.....Respondent

AC No.148   of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Amar Nath, complainant in person.



None for the P.I.O.
Order:


As directed in order dated 4.7.2007, Shri Amar Nath was to provided details of the contradictions between the information on the same set of facts provided by the two  P.I.Os under the RTI Act.. He has not given full details.  In case he does not point out the deficiencies, then the case will be disposed of since an identical application dated 4.12.06 has already been disposed in AC-51/06. 

2.
Shri Amar Nath also states that he has mistakenly been given replies in AC-37/06, which appears to pertains some other Amar Nath, but notice is being sent to him. The matter is to be sorted out after consulting the file. (action and report by Reader).


Adjourned to 10th October, 2007. 











SD:







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

22.8.2007

Ptk-

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Darshan Singh Kang





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, D.E.O.(Sec.)Ludhiana.




.....Respondent

CC No. 230   of 2007:

Present:
Shri Darshan Singh complainant in person.



Smt. Manjeet Kaur, PIO-cum-DEO(Sec.),Ludhiana.



Shri Ram Lal Singh, APIO, O/O DEO(S),Ludhiana .

Order:

In the last order dated 20.6.2006, it was noted that::-
“ the complainant had stated that a lot of correspondence has been made by him with the Distt. Education Officer and a lot of misleading replies have been given to him. He has made endless visits to the office and now he is being harassed at the instance of the person against whom he had made a complaint, who, according to him has been favored in the complaint. He states that it had been wrongly stated that the inquiry was not complete whereas the inquiry had been completed earlier and the report available. He states that it appears that there are more than one inquiry. The complainant has been asked to give the details of what according to him, is the deliberate misleading, wrong and incorrect statement given or suppression of the truth, in writing, addressed to the Commission with a copy to the PIO. After he has submitted the letter, the PIO should look into the matter and give a reply, in writing, to the Commission within a fortnight, with a copy to the complainant.”
2
.In accordance with that Shri Darshan Singh Kang gave a letter dated 7.7.07 to the PIO with a copy to the DPI as well as to the Commission, containing 13 annexures. The PIO has also filed a reply today explaining some of the relevant aspects in connection with the inquiry.  The gist of the complaint by Shri Darshan Singh was that the information was deliberately being denied to him on the pretext that the inquiry was not yet complete (as stated in letter of the DEO dated 7.11.06) dispatched on 21.11.06 by the DPI office, whereas the Inquiry 

CC No. 230/07                                                                                   
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Officer herself while submitted the inquiry report has writtent in the very two lines “The undersigned has already send the Inquiry Report vide No. 06-2114, dated 25.7.06”. This letter has been sent by the DEO Smt. Manjit Kaur, the then Dy. DEO, who is present in the hearing today. The information was finally given to the complainant on 3.3.07. Therefore, he has stated that the information has been deliberately withheld from him on the excuse that it is not complete, although it is available from 25.7.06 itself and thereafter  when the DEO sent it second time  on 7.12.06, it was still not provided to me   till  3rd March, 2007. He has also alleged that it appears that perhaps there is perhaps more than one inquiry and the complete information has not been given to him. 

3.
On her part, the PIO has explained that the applicant had asked for copy of the inquiry report though application dated 4.9.06. The inquiry report was not ready at that time and accordingly he was informed on 2.11.06 that the inquiry was not yet complete and a copy would be supplied to him after due completion and was also explained that the inquiry report was completed in two phases, first phase of the inquiry was completed on 21.7.06 and the second phase completed on 7.12.06. The same was forwarded to the DPI office on 23.1.07, after the DEO concurred with the findings of the Inquiry Officer. She has sent co[pies of both the inquiry reports. Both these inquiry reports have been provided to the complainant today along with copies for the record of the Commission. 

4.
The explanation in the matter regarding second inquiry has been considered and has been found to be satisfactory. The inquiry report was sent to the office of DPI on 23.1.07 and were provided to Shri Darshan Singh Kang on 27.2.07 which he confirms to have been received on 3.3.2007.   Full information has been given to the complainant. 

5.
I have seen some of the annexures of the complainant’s letter dated 7.7.07, expressing dissatisfaction with the pace of the inquiry as well as the findings of the inquiry. It is observed that this has nothing to do with the application for information under the RTI which has been provided to him as admitted by him. For redressal of any grievance, he may approach the Competent Authority in the Executive, as it does not fall within the scope of the Commission.

This  the matter is hereby disposed of. 










SD:








(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 










State Information Commissioner

22.8.2007

Ptk-

    STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Er. Parkash Singh





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, Principal Secy. Finance, Punjab.



.....Respondent

CC No.364    of 2007:

Present:
Er. Parkash Singh, complainant in person.



None for the Respondent.


Order:



The applicant has received the information from the PIO on 12.7.07 with enclosures (pages 56). He has sent a letter dated 13.8.07 stating:


 “I have reason to believe that more has been hidden than what has been revealed. It is the fittest case where the PIO may be asked to file the affidavit about the correctness of the case in person.”

 I have gone through the reply of the Finance Deptt and explained the implications of it to the complainant. For achieving the desired end, it is necessary for the Directorate/A.D. of the Department of Rural Dev. And Panchayats to frame norms or adopt norms of the B&R  and Public Health Department, if it suits them, and to send a proposal for creation of posts accordingly to the F.D. for approval. 


With this, the matter is disposed of.











SD:







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

22.8.2007

Ptk-

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amar Singh





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, D.T.O. Hoshiarpur.





.....Respondent

CC No. 224-  of 2007:
Present:
Sh. Amar Singh, Complainant, alongwith Sh. Sandeep Suri, Advocate.


Shri Manjit Singh, APIO-cum-ADTO, Hoshiarpur.

Order:

The APIO-cum-ADTO has filed a reply dated 14.8.07 in the Commission today giving full information/reply to the applicant and information which was available has been given.  

2. Unfortunately, the concerned file on which original application for issuing license to                     Shri Amar Singh was dealt with is not traceable. It is observed that all record which is mandatory to be maintained and which should be available/ is required to be made available. If not made available, responsibility is to be fixed for the loss of record. The APIO stated that it is not possible to get record reconstructed, but responsibility has been fixed for the non availability of the record of the then dealing official Sh. Satnam Singh vide letter No. 1805, dated 6.8.2007. He also states that the State Transport Commissioner has been requested to take necessary action against him. The Commission would like to add that the loss of a particular file in which the full facts are given by the applicant when applying for the license and allegedly containing the correct date of birth has been reported lost. At the same time, dealing with the anonymous complaint leading to the cancellation of the license of a government Driver working in the Chandigarh Transport Undertaking and thereafter to the loss of his job is not a matter to be taken lightly. The file could not have gone missing without collusion by the 
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interested person with the person actually dealing with the file.  The matter has been in the eye of his superiors for the last 2-3 years since Sh. Amar Singh has been fighting the case in the High Court from 2002 onwards, and the department has regularly been filing replies in the said case. Therefore, it is rather strange that if the file was missing, the fact was not  reported to the Commission straight away when the complaint of Sh. Amar Singh was referred to the PIO on 8th Feb.,2007. The Commission is of the view that the matter should be taken  to the logical end by initiating disciplinary action against the concerned  erring official and even lodging of  an FIR for the loss of file should be considered by the competent authority.


With this, the matter is hereby disposed of.












SD:







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

22.8.2007

Ptk-

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Baldev Singh





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, D.E.O(E), Ferozepur.




.....Respondent

CC No. 497   of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Smt Baswinder Kaur, PIO-cum-DEO(E)Ferozepur.


Order:


I have considered the explanation dated 17.8.07 of Smt. Baswinder Kaur, the then PIO –cum-DEO(E), Ferozepur who has been present in the Court today. In view of the facts stated there in, the show cause notice is dropped.


The case is thus disposed of.










   SD:







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

22.8.2007

Ptk-

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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






 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO   1. DDPO, Ropar and 

         2. Chairman, Zila Parishal Ropar.


.....Respondent
CC No. 578   of 2007:
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Lakhwinder Singh Dhaliwal, Dy. CEO, Zila Parishad, Ropar



Shri Buchanan Ads, Clerk, for the PIO.

Order:


In accordance with the order passed on the last date of hearing, the original file has been produced for inspection and I have gone through it. The Dy. Chief Executive officer, who does not know what is his designation under the RTI Act), has submitted his explanation dated 21.8.2007. He has also stated that Smt. Kuldeep Kaur is no longer the Chair person of Zila Parishad, Roop Nagar since the Zila Parishad has been dissolved. The Addl. Deputy Commissioner (Development) has also vide his letter dated 21.8.07 send the complete explanation along with copies of papers provided to the applicant from time to time. The complainant was issued notice for hearing, but neither she or her representative appeared  today  although they knew that the original file had been summoned for inspection for today. Although there does appear to be cutting which can clearly be seen by the naked eye and it appears that the date 13.6.06 has been changed to 28.6.06, but there is no discrepancy in the other 
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matter pointed out where it was alleged that different information had been supplied by the  two authorities who passed the orders. It is seen that orders were different as there are in fact two notings, one of 26.6.06 and other of 28.6.06 by the two different persons.  Anyway, since the complainants are not here to check up the facts or to explain the implications thereof. I find no purpose in continuing with the matter. The show cause notices are dropped. However, the P.I.Os of the Zila Parishad as well as of the DDPO office are both hereby warned to be careful  and to strictly adhere to time frame stipulated under the RTI Act, 2005 in future. 


Thus, the case is disposed of.











SD:







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

22.8.2007

Ptk-

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sushil Kumar





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, 1. Director, Local Govt. Punjab



 and

         2. E.O ,Municipal Council, Malerkotla.


.....Respondent

CC No. 92  of 2007:
Present:
Shri Sushil Kumar, complainant in person.



Shri Bhajan Singh, Supdt. O/O Director Local Govt and



Shri Surmukh  Singh, Sr. Asstt. For the PIO



Shri  Vikas Uppal, Inspector, O/O M.C. Malerkotla, for the PIO.


Order:


Shri Sushil Kumar vide his complaint dated 15.11.06 submitted that his application dated 31.8.06 was made by him to the address of Chief Information Officer O/O  Local Government, Punjab with due payment of fee of Rs. 100/-, vide draft 137517, but the said  officer returned his draft vide letter No. /Malerkotla 2006/29266, dated 31.8.06 and he was asked to approach the E.O.,M.C.Malerkotla instead. Unfortunately he had already approached the E.O. against whom a separate complaint No. 376/06 was already pending for non supply of information. Thereafter he approached the PIO, O/O Director Local Government on 6.10.06 vide receipt No. 1814 with Rs. 100/- cheque No.063214 of PNB, A/c No. 01289440. Thereafter he also made further complaint to Dy. Director Local Govt. on 16.10.06 without result. He stated that none of the authorities supplied him the information and  prayed that the required information may be got delivered to him and the erring authorities proceeded against under the provisions of the RTI Act.

CC No. 92  of 2007:









-2-
2.
Shri Vikas Uppal, Inspector, O/O PIO, MC Malerkotla states that the first time the complaint was referred to the PIO when on 18.1.07 his response was called for within 15 days for the consideration of the Commission. 

3.
However, copy of the complaint was not received from the Commission. The E.O. MC Malerkotla sent a letter dated 23.1.07 to the Registrar, State Information Commission with a copy to the Complainant, duly received by him on 24.1.07. Thereafter hearing was fixed for 23.3.07 and both parties were informed. The said letter was received back from Shri Sushil Kumar undelivered. The hearing fixed for 23.3.07was adjourned by the previous Bench and the effective hearing took place on 9.4.07 before the bench of Sh. R.K. Gupta and Sh. PPS Gill, Hon’ble State Information Commissioners who took notice of the fact that similar Case No. CC-376/06 was already being dealt with by the present bench and this case was accordingly transferred for disposal to this bench. The case was fixed for 25.7.07, but could not be taken up for consideration as court time was over and the new date was fixed for 22nd August. 

4.
Today, Shri Vikas Uppal APIO-cum-Inspector, M.C.Malerkotla has stated that after collecting  copy of the complaint from the Commission,  the entire record was checked up and it was found that the application dated 6.10.06 had been rejected by the PIO, M.C. Malerkotla on 10.10.06 and cheque No. 063214 dated 6.10.06 had already been returned to him. However, as per the report of the peon produced in the court today, Sh. Sushil Kumar had refused to receive the same. Shri Sushil Kumar states that no such letter has ever been sent to him or refused by him and that there was no question of his refusing to get this communication for which he has been running from pillar to post.  Incidentally the application was stated to be  rejected as it was not submitted in form A and the cheque remains un-cashed with the                        E.O since it has not been received back by Sh. Sushil Kumar.

5.
Shri Vikas Uppal stated that due to the notice issued by the Commission, he has brought the information (9 pages attested) which have been handed over to Sh. Sushil Kumar in the Court today. Shri Sushil Kumar states that full information has not  been received. He is required to state the deficiencies in writing strictly in accordance with his original application dated 31.8.06. As and when he gives his application, the PIO should remove the deficiencies 
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and supply the full information  within 10 days under due receipt with a copy to the Commission for record. 


Adjourned to 10.10.2007.







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

22.8.2007

Ptk-

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sushil Kumar





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, 1. Director, Local Govt., Punjab and

        2. E.O ,Municipal Council, Malerkotla.


.....Respondent

CC No. 600  of 2007:

Present:
Shri Sushil Kumar, complainant in person.



Shri Bhajan Singh, Sued. O/O Director Local Govt and



Shri Surmakh Singh, Sr. Asstt. For the PIO



Shri  Vicars Uppal, Inspector, O/O M.C. Malerkotla, for the PIO
Order:

I have gone through the application dated 31.8.06. Shri Sushil Kumar admits that he has got full information on .He however states that he has got partial information on 3.4 & 5.

2.
It is observed that the original application dated 31.8.06 was addressed by Sh. Sushil Kumar to the PIO, Local Government Department and it is being shunted around between the Local Govt. Department, the directorate and the Municipal Council Malerkotla. It is hereby directed that the PIO of the Department to whom the matter is addressed should himself get the information from the PIO  of the Directorate or the PIO of the M.C.Malerkotla where necessary and  should give a single  reply covering action  taken by the Government, Directorate and the Municipal Council on the points mentioned in the application. 


Adjourned to 10.10.2007.












SD:







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

22.8.2007

Ptk-

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Satish Kumar





 
......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, Director Local bodies, Punjab



.....Respondent

CC No. 897 of 2007:
Present:
Sh. Satish Kumar, Complainant in person. 
Shri Bhajan Singh, Supdt. O/O Director Local Govt and



Shri Surmakh Singh, Sr. Asstt. For the PIO

Order:


Shri Satish Kumar has confirmed that he has received full information required by him as per his application dated 14.10.06 and he is satisfied with it. 

The matter is thus disposed of.







            


SD:







                    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

22.8.2007

Ptk-

