STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Tarsem Lal Jain

# 372/R, Model Town,

Ludhiana.







......Complainant






Vs.
1. PIO/. District Education Officer (S),

 Ludhiana.

2. Sh. Jasbir Singh ,Principal,
   SDP, Sr.S.School, Hazoori Road, 
   Ludhiana.







....Respondent.

CC No-564-of 2007: 
Present:
Sh.Tarsem Lal Jain, Complainant in person.


Sh. Narinder Pal Sharma, Senior Assistant for PIO/DEO(S), 


Ludhiana.



Sh. Jasbir Singh, officiating Principal, designated PIO by 


the Commission for the School/management.

Order:


This is probably the oldest case pending with this bench and concerns the application under Right to Information Act dated 05.01.2007 made by the Complainant to the address of the PIO/DEO(S), Ludhiana.  Sh. Tarsem Lal , Ex-Principal of the SDP, Senior S.School, Ludhiana (which avails itself of the 95 percent grant in aid scheme) had asked for the following information :-

“1. Attested photocopies of the proceedings of all the meetings of the 16 members School Managing Committee from the year 1991 till date along with agenda of each meeting circulated among the members.

2. Constitution of the 16 member School Managing Committee of the above said school registered with the registrar of firms and societies Punjab along with all the amendments if any.”

2.

This pertains to the period when he remained appointed as the Principal since 1991 and includes the period when he was suspended in 1995 and thereafter dismissed in the year 2000.  The said proceedings are germane to 
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his case against his dismissal which is presently pending in the Supreme Court.  The PIO had straightaway asked the Management for the said information and the Management which is Respondent in the case before the Supreme Court has been recalcitrant and stubborn about not providing the information particularly pertaining to the Resolutions etc. which forms the basis of his dismissal, his charge sheet, appointment of the Enquiry Officer etc. and thereafter his dismissal. 
3.

The Bench appointed the Officiating Principal as PIO, in addition to the DEO.  The case was considered and detailed orders passed each time on 25.09.2007, 31.10.2007, 09.01.2008, 20.02.2008, 02.04.2008, 21.05.2008 and finally on 07.10.2008.  During this period, both the PIOs were served show cause notices under Section 20(1) as to why penalty should not be imposed upon, and  personal opportunity given to them under Section 20(1) proviso etc. The explanation of the Principal was accepted since he had taken a position which was considered to be quite believable that the entire proceedings etc. were not available in the College but were in the custody of the Management and he was subordinate to them.  However, the PIO/DEO had been directed to check up the record of the proceedings which should have been available in her office and if not available to check the record of the DPI where all these resolutions must have been presented at the time when the said Management sought approval of the DPI for order of dismissal.  These papers were also necessary to be filed in the various, courts including the court of Presiding Officer School’s Tribunal, the High Court of Punjab and Haryana as well as in the Supreme Court of India where the DPI has been arraigned as a party before all these courts.  
4.

The DEO did not do the needful and thereafter a penalty of Rs. 25000/- was imposed upon her.  Thereafter the necessary pressure appears to have been applied on the Management and the Management has produced the relevant papers.  However, the Complainant stated that the papers were still not complete and that there may be other resolutions concerning the dismissal which 
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had still been with-held.  Regarding this, the Commission had passed the following orders :-

“Shri Tarsem Lal states that the information supplied to him is incomplete. The DEO(S) states that the complainant had been particularly called to her office by her and told that full information had been supplied to him and  now if any more information is needed, he should specifically state the same. She stated that she had also advised him accordingly in letter dated 11.9.08. However, Sh. Tarsem Lal had stated that he would say whatever he wanted to say before the Commission. Shri Tarsem Lal Jain states today that he has given  further a formal and detailed letter 3-4 days thereafter, to the DEO(S) Ludhiana, but she states that she has not received any such letter, neither has any copy of that  letter been endorsed to the Commission.  Nor has Sh. Tarsem Lal have any copy of the same for the Commission or to provide it to the PIO through the Commission.  Sh. Tarsem Lal cannot be allowed to play this kind of cat and mouse game with the PIO.  No fresh letter need be entertained now.  

2.
 However, I am of the view that the said school  management may be required to give a certificate in the following terms: 


“Other than the resolutions/papers already given to the DEO(S) Ludhiana, no other papers were presented by the Management to the DPI(S) or to any other Authority on behalf of the Management regarding the charge-sheet/suspension/dismissal of Sh. Tarsem Lal Jain.  The Management has also searched the papers, already made available to their lawyer(s) following up the matter/representing them in the Supreme court and that no further resolution(s) passed by the Management are available with that source either.”


If this certificate is provided Sh. Tarsem Lal will not have any apprehensions that any surprise will be sprung on him on any later date and the matter can rest.“

5.

In her explanation, she stated :-



“3.The DEO(S) has explained orally that the system in her office was changed where all Branch Heads were designated as PIOs independently and no person was responsible centrally for the RTI cases in the  office.  Therefore the lapse occurred in this particular case. Now the whole system  has been changed back by her and one official has been designated  as  Coordinator  with a view to supply timely information. Full information has been supplied to Sh. Tarsem Lal  free of charges as per Section 7(6) of the Act. After having 
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gone through the explanation of PIO dated 7.10.08. In view of the great effort put in by the DEO(S) Ludhiana to procure information from the management the explanation is accepted.  The imposition of monetory penalty is a secondary objective and not the primary.  It is observed that the intention of the Act is to make the information available to those asking for it. The imposition of fine due to non supply of information  in the present circumstances needs to be reconsidered, since full information sought for has been supplied, and especially since the said information was not available with the DEO but with a Private Management.  In the aforesaid circumstances, therefore, I hereby withdraw the order imposing penalty, subject to the presence of such certificate. Although Sh. Tarsem Lal Jain had to do a lot of running around in different offices and in the Courts and having been dismissed is also at a disadvantage in the following up of his case, but he is also fully satisfied that information has been supplied to him and is not insisting that the PIO be unnecessarily penalized. The matter for withdrawing the penalty will be considered on the next date after the certificate is given.”

6.

The explanation of the DEO was considered and in view of the fact that the said papers have been got produced with great efforts by her and particularly because the papers were not in the custody of the PIO ever, the bench thought it fit to withdraw the said penalty to which the Complainant had no objection, subject, however to the supply of the said certificate. 
7.

In compliance thereof, the PIO/Principal vide his letter dated 18th Nov, 2008 addressed to the Commission (received on 21.11.2008) with a covering letter sent the attested copy of the said certificate to the Commission in terms directed by it.  A copy of the same was shown to be endorsed in original to the DEO(S), Ludhiana.  However, the Commission notices with regret that both PIOs who were very much present in the Commission on the previous dates of hearing did not care to send the said certificate, were sent to the Complainant who has been crying himself hoarse in the case, but only to the Commission.  The representative of the PIO/DEO and the PIO/SDP, Senior, S.School have 
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produced the said certificate in the original today, it has been duly handed over to the Complainant by them only today.  
8.

It is observed that the certificate became available to the DEO on 18.11.08 but was still not sent to the complainant and has only been provided by the  DEO’s office today, thus incurring a delay of another 22 days, after the school itself took 52 weeks to supply the information. The period of supply of information has been laid down under the Act is 30 days u/s 7(6). In this case the RTI application was given on 15.1.07 and full information had not been supplied  and thereafter was supplied in driblets.  It has taken two months further to comply with the orders of the Commission. 

9.

In the above circumstances, therefore, and is hereby imposed the order imposing a penalty of Rs. 25000/- upon her is hereby modified and a token penalty of Rs. 1000/- only is considered necessary to be maintained on Smt. Sudesh Bajaj, PIO/DEO(s) Ludhiana for the same.  The fine should be deposited within 2 months in the treasury under the head in which fee are deposited under the RTI Act. The proof by way of receipt should be rendered in the Commission on the next date of hearing i.e. before 11.2.2009. violation to do so will invite further action u/s 20(2) of the Act. 



Adjourned to 11.2.2009.          

            






Sd-
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

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





  REGD POST

Sh. Amarjeet Singh

H.No. 251/29, 

Jamiat Singh Road, 

Moga.



 

--------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO/O Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Nihal Singh Wala,

District Moga.



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 469-2008   
Present:


Order:
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

(Ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

# 251/29, 

Jamiat Singh Road,

Moga







…..Complainant







Vs.

 PIO, O/O SDM,

Nihalsingh Wala.





.....Respondent

CC No-600 - of 2008 & CC-469/2008 
Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.


Order:

The complainant states that since he has received  a cheque of Rs. 135/- which he had paid and which had been ordered to be recovered to him from the SDM. Further he states that he had not yet been given the dispatch number of letter dated 5.12.08. He has stated that:


“Kindly allow me to submit that through your order dated 5.8.08 you had directed SDM Nihal Singh walla to send the complete inquiry report (along with 67 pages Annexure) to Secretary Education, Govt. of Punjab. Later SDM Nihal Singh Wala reported to the SIC vide his letter dated 10.6.2008 (copy attached herewith) that report had already been sent  by SDM Nihal Singh Walla under dispatch number. Spl. Dated 7.6.2006. Only request you had again directed SDM NSW vide your order dated 8.10.2008 to provide me copy of relevant page of despatch registers. In response to your order SDM.Nihal Singh Walla through his letter No. 227/      dated 6.10.2008(copy attached) informed that they had enquired about the dispatch No. Spl. 1 dated 7.6.2008. Despite your orders in this regard have not yet received this document ever after the lapse of about 6 months. More over it is obvious from the index report that comments of then SDM NSW. have not been sent to Secretary Education Punjab along with the inquiry report.”
2.
To set the record straight it is clarified that at no stage had the complainant asked for dispatch number of the inquiry report nor had he ever asked for any copy of 
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the relevant page of the dispatch register and neither had it ever been ordered by the Commission that copies of relevant page of dispatch register be supplied to him. The complaint in this regard is therefore not based on facts. However, the order which had been made by me in my order dated 17.9.08 states:

“The Complainant stated that the dispatch number of the dispatch register of the same has not been provided and so there is no evidence that the said report (which has been missing in the office) was ever forwarded to the Government. I had in my order directed that the enquiry report be sent to the Secretary Education who had ordered the enquiry for necessary action.  As such, the SDM may also provide the date of dispatch vide which this has been done alongwith earlier dispatch number, if available to the Complainant.”

3.
The SDM is directed to supply to earlier dispatch number, if available  immediately to Sh.Amarjit Singh under intimation to the Commission along with the number vide it has now been sent. 
4.
Incidentally CC-469/08 has been transferred by Mrs. Ravi Singh, Hon’ble SIC to this bench being identical to the present case.  It is hereby clubbed with the present case and both will  be disposed of by the same order.


Adjourned to 28.1.2009.

   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

(Ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Puran Chand,

# 1997-11, DMW Colony,

Patiala.










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur.


.....Respondent.

CC No-1063-of 2008: 
Present:
Sh. Puran Chand, Complainant in person.


None for the Respondent.
Order:


Sh. Puran Chand vide his complaint dated 13.03.2008 had stated that his two applications under Right to Information Act dated 08.12.2007 and 22.02.2008 had not been attended to and information had not been provided to him within the stipulated period.  After due notice to the Respondent and taking into account the full circumstances, his complaint in respect of his application dated 22.02.2008 had been rejected in which he had asked for copies of revenue record of certain land from 1968-69 onwards pertaining to village Beganwali in District Ferozepur.  He had been advised to first apply for the said information through the Revenue Copying Agencies, since these were legal documents and only in case they are not available to him though the due route should he approach the said authorities under Right to Information Act, 2005.  Sh. Puran Chand had accepted the said ruling.  

2.

In connection with his RTI application dated 08.12.2007, he has confirmed that he has received full information as per directions of the Commission and has also given the receipt to the concerned official. Although the PIO is not present today and no copy of the information supplied has been placed on record, still, it is taken that orders of the commission had been complied with since the Complainant is satisfied.  
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3.

Sh. Puran Chand, however, states that due to the non supply of the information in time, great and irreversible damage has been caused to him.  He stated that the background of the case was that the name of his father Sh. Daulat 
Ram S/o Sh. Shoo Karan and his mother Smt. Vadhu Devi W/o Sh. Daulat Ram which existed on the voter list in the previous elections had been illegally deleted due to the wrong report that they two actually resided in Haryana.  However, the said objection had been over-ruled by the Tehsildar Elections on 29.11.2007 after due hearing, where the Complainant himself had represented the case.  As a result, both of them were not able to cast their votes in the ensuing Vidhan Sabha Elections held in 2007 February as well as in the Elections for the Panchayat, thereafter, thus, violating their constitutional right to vote.  It is stated that it has allegedly been done due to malafides which he states also borne out by the information he has been able to procure through his application dated 08.12.2007.  After hearing the complainant, he has been advised to put in a fresh complaint based on facts and supported by papers so that the Commission may consider the matter and institute an enquiry for the same under Section 18(2), if necessary.  He is advised to file the relevant papers so that the Commission can consider the matter if this is not a case only of delay but also malafides and the delay has been caused not through mere negligence but has been done deliberately and knowingly.     



With these directions, the case is hereby disposed of.  As and when a fresh complaint is presented to the Commission, this file should be added thereto.  







Sd-
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

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

(Registered Post) 

Smt. Amar Kaur,

D/o Sh. Chanan Singh, 

H.No. 390, Basant Vihar,

Hoshiarpur.  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

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


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1322-2008
Present:
Non for the complainant.



None for the PIO.


Order:

Let a copy of order dated 21.10.08 be sent once again through registered post to the complainant Smt. Amar Kaur. In case the needful as specified in para 1  is not done by her, her complaint dated 14.6.08 in respect of her application under RTI dated 15.4.08 will be dismissed.


Adjourned to 28.1.09 for compliance with the order of the Commission.









Sd- 
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

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

Sh. Maninder Pal,

S/o Sh. Piara Lal, 

Village Kandhwala Amarkot,

Tehsil Abohar,

District Ferozepur.  




--------Complainant 







Vs. 

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


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1327-2008  

Present:
Sh. Maninder Pal, Complainant in person.


Sh. Ram Sarup, Junior Assistant for PIO/DPI(S), Pb.
Order:


On the last date of hearing on 21.10.2008, a detailed order had been passed for compliance.  The representative of the PIO states that full information has been given to Sh. Maninder Pal.  However, I have seen the information given and it is seen that the revised list mentioned in the order of Sh. Jagtar Singh dated 03.07.2008 has not been given, but some other.  Therefore, it is a misleading document supplied to the candidate.  The set of the documents supplied should also be produced for the record of the Commission.  The PIO is hereby given notice under Section 20(1) for misleading the Commission as the Commission had given a very clear order in writing where there was no scope of mis-understanding and papers have been supplied purporting to be in compliance of the orders of the Commission whereas factually it is not so.  
2.

PIO may give his reply in writing at least 10 days before the next date of hearing.  He may note that in case he does not send written reply, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission will proceed further in accordance with the Act, ex-parte against him. 
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2.

He is hereby directed to give the information sought immediately under intimation to the Commission as per the order of the Commission dated 21.10.2008. 



Adjourned to 28.01.2009.  









Sd- 
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

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

Sh. Subhash Namdev,

Advocate,

R/o J-558/64, BRS Nagar,

Ludhiana.
  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana. 


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1332-2008 
Present:
None for Complainant.


Sh. Karambir Singh China, ADTO O/o DTO, Ludhiana.

Order:


Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate vide his complaint dated 23rd May, 2008 stated that no information had been received by him in respect of his application dated 19.02.2008 under RTI made to the address of the PIO/DTO, Ludhiana.  In that application he had requested for information on the following three points:-

“a.  Officials of DTO, Ludhiana receive affidavit in support of statements and declaration from the applicants after getting attested by Executive Magistrate.

b.  If applicant tenders affidavit after getting it attested by E.M., Ludhiana then it becomes part of application form or file or if same is tendered after getting it attested from Notary Public then officials of DTO charges Rs. 100/- in order to getting it received.  So is Rs. 100/- the Government Fee for getting received the affidavit attested by Notary Public.

c.  Is attestation is necessary from Executive Magistrate or not? If necessary, then copy of the same letter by which it was formed in a shape of rule to get receive the affidavit after attestation of Executive Magistrate.”



However, he had not received any information till date.

 2.

A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO concerned and the date of hearing fixed for 21.10.2008 and both parties informed through registered post.  On 21.10.2008, neither of the parties was present and in the interest of 
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justice one more opportunity was given to both and case was adjourned to 10.12.2008.  
3.

Today, APIO-cum-ADTO, Ludhiana is present in person and he has presented a photo copy of letter dated 23.09.2008 sent to Sh. Subhash Namdev through registered post.  No receipt from the Complainant or proof of registry has been produced.  It is observed that if these papers had been sent on 23.09.2008, there was adequate time for it to have been stated in response to notice dated 8th September, 2008 sent for hearing on 21.10.2008.  
4.

 The Bench if of the view that it was incumbent on the PIO to offer suo motu explanation for the delay caused in giving the necessary information which has not been done.  Therefore, the Commission deems it fit to issue notice to the PIO to show cause why penalty be not imposed in terms of Section 20(1) of the Act at the rate of Rs. 250/- per day subject to the minimum of Rs. 25,000/-.  The period for providing information has been exceeded by six months, even if the date of sending the information on 23.09.2008 is taken as correct.  It is also observed that in this particular case, the applicant is pointing out a malpractice which is allegedly taking place in the office of DTO, Ludhiana and the information asked for was quite straight forward and easy to reply to and not so complicated that it should take six months to be provided.  
5.

The PIO may hereby note that in case he does not give his written explanation to show reasonable cause for delay, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and Commission shall go ahead ex-parte in accordance with the provision of the Act against him.  The reply should be filed at least 10 days before the next date of hearing.  



Adjourned to 28.01.2009.   








SD- 
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

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

Sh. Om Garg,

S/o Sh. Parkash Chand,

Gokul Nagari, 

Near SBOP,

More Mandi,

Bathinda.
  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

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


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1341-2008  

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Senior Assistant for PIO/DPI(S), Pb.

Order:


The representative of the PIO asked for one month’s time to supply the information, which is agreed to.  


Adjourned to 28.01.2009.  









Sd- 
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

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

Sh. Arvinder Bir,

S/o Sh. B.S.Prince, 

V&PO Chowk Mehta,

(Mehta Road), Tehsil Baba Bakala,

District Amritsar.  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

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


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1344-2008:

Present:
Non for the complainant.



None for the PIO.


Order:

The PIO is hereby directed to immediately report the status of this case. In case the information has been supplied, the receipt from the applicant may be placed on the record of the Commission. If it is not supplied, the reason why it has not been supplied  and a suo moto explanation  for the delay may be sent .

2.
The complainant may also inform the Commission if he is interested in pursuing his complaint or not since he has not attended the hearings of the Commission held on 21.10.08 and 10.12.08. In case he does not appear or send any communication, it will be presumed that he is not interested in pursuing the case and then the case will be disposed of  on the next date of hearing after considering the reply of the PIO.

Adjourned to 28.1.2009.









Sd- 
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

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

Sh. Sushil Kumar Saxena,

S/o Late Jhamman Lal, 

Village Katora Taal,

Kashipur, District Udham Singh Nagar 

(Uttrakhand).  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Director Health & Family Welfare,

Punjab,  Sector 34, Chandigarh.

    
       ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1348-2008:

Present:
None for the Complainant.


Mr. Jatinder Kumar, APIO-cum-Superintendent. 


Sh. Mulkraj, Senior Assistant (dealing hand) for PIO.

Order:


Sh. Sushil Kumar Saxena, vide his complaint dated 11.06.2008, stated that his application under RTI Act made to the address of the Director Health & Family Planning Commission-cum-Chief Registrar Births and Deaths, Punjab, Chandigarh dated 21st April, 2008 had not been attended to.  Sh. Sushil Kumar Saxena had attached copies of death certificates in respect of one Smt. Harjinder kaur whose date of death had been indicated as 25.03.2001, place of death village Bhoyenwali, registered no. 24847 dated 05.04.2001.  He requested that it may be confirmed whether this death certificate had been issued by the concerned authority and was authentic or not.  The set of papers were sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for October 21st, 2008 and both parties informed through registered post.  On 21st October, 2008, none appeared for both parties and in the interest of justice one more opportunity was given to the PIO to provide the information and produce the receipt from the Complainant/proof of registry as well as the set of information supplied for the record of the Commission.  Sh. Sushil Kumar had also been informed that in case he received the information to his satisfaction and had given the receipt then he need not appear on the next date of hearing.
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2.

Today, the representative of the PIO has presented a letter dated 08.12.2008 addressed to the Commission in which it has been stated that covering letter along with set of papers was sent to Sh. Sushil Kumar earlier vide letter dated 22.05.2008 as well as once again on 02.06.2008.  He has also produced a photocopy of the dispatch register to show that the letter has been sent on 04.06.2008 through registered post.  In these papers, the Competent Authority has informed the Complainant that the said certificate of death of Smt. Harjinder Kaur is not authentic and has not been issued by that office.


Since, the Complainant has not come, it is presumed that he has received the information and the case is here by disposed of.  









Sd- 
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

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

Sh. Mehnga Ram,

S/o Sh. Mansa Ram,

V- Dhol Baha,

PS Hariana,

District Hoshiarpur.  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o District Revenue Officer,

Hoshiarpur.



 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1362-2008  

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.


Order:

Shri Mehnga Ram vide his complaint dated 23.6.08 made to the Commission stated that his application dated 7.5.08 made to the o/o PIO/D.C.Hoshiarpur with due payment of fee had not been attended to and the information asked for  had not been supplied to him within stipulated time.  Sh. Mehnga Ram is an ex-Panch of Vill. Dholbaha and had made a complaint dated 5.6.07 to the Deputy Commissioner being the complaint against  Girdawar Kanungo Janauri and other regarding  irregularities and giving illegal possession of land by flouting of rules on 6.7.04. A set of papers was sent to the PIO and the date was fixed  for 21.10.08 and both parties informed through registered post. On 21.10.08 none was present for the PIO. The complainant states that both the notices meant for him and the PIO had been received by him. He traveled to Chandigarh and gave back the notice in the Commission, which was to be sent to the PIO. The office once again sent the notice to the PIO on 17.10.08, which did not reach the PIO in time and the PIO vide his letter dated 21.10.08 requested for further time. Then case was adjourned to 1-.12.2008.
2.
Today none is present on behalf of the PIO. However a letter dated  18.11.08 has been addressed by him to the Commission which was received on 
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1.12.08. In this letter it is stated that Sh. Mehnga Ram  the present complainant has made a complaint against the Patwari Halqa that he was not being given copies of the revenue record asked fro by him. Sh. Mehnga ram had been summoned by the Naib Tehsildar, Bhunga and inquired into the matter and has got recorded his statement on 20.1.08. Now he has received the said copies of the revenue record and is satisfied. The PIO has therefore stated that the present complaint should be filed accordingly.
3.
It is observed that the present application dated 7.5.08 regarding which the complainant has complained before the Commission is not in the context of non receipt of copies of revenue record but concerns the complaint made against the Girdawar Kannungo Halqa Janauri for wrongful ‘Farzi’ proceedings. It is observed that  the PIO has not carried out his duties with due diligence and has filed a reply to the Commission in a very lackadaisical and careless manner.

4.
The PIO is herby directed to immediately, without further delay, supply the information, status of the complaint to Sh. Mehnga Ram under due receipt from him or by providing proof of registry made at least 15 days before the next date of hearing and also produce a set of papers given to Sh. Mehnga Ram for the record of the Commission. The papers should be given to him with a covering letter giving reference of his RTI application and if there is some more documents, these should be sent duly indexed, page numbered and attested.

Adjourned to 28.1.2009.
Sd-
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

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

Sh. Pawan Kumar Bhardwaj,

13, Hargobind Avenue,

Majitha Road, Amritsar.





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Labour Commissioner,

SCO 47-48, Sector 17-E,

Chandigarh.  



 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1614-2008  

Present:
Sh. Parveen Kumar C/o Sh. Vipul Aggarwal, Advocate.


Sh. Yashpal Gupta, Superintendent for PIO/Labour 



Commissioner, Pb.

Order:


In compliance with order dated 21.10.2008, Sh. Yashpal Gupta states that information has been sent to the Complainant under registered cover with covering letter dated 12.11.2008 duly giving full details point wise (18 pages) without any further fee.  Full set of documents was also sent to the Commission with covering letter dated 26.11.2008(received).    
2.

Complainant has not rebutted the plea taken by the Respondent as noted hereinabove.  He is also not denied the receipt of the information nor has he pointed out any deficiencies in the information supplied.  



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.  








Sd- 
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

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

Smt. Vasumati Sharma,

P-3/65, Jaral Colony,

Pandoh, District Mandi (HP)

175124.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Secretary,

Finance Department,

Pb. Govt., Chd. 



 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1618-2008  

Present:
None for the Complainant.

Mrs. Kamlesh, APIO-cum-Supdt. from the office of Finance Secretary alongwith Dealing Assistant.


Order:

The APIO has stated that the requisite information has already been supplied to the complainant. A copy of the letter supplied by the complainant showing the deficiencies, has been handed over to the APIO for making up these deficiencies strictly in accordance with the original  RTI application.


Adjourned to 28.1.09.









Sd- 
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

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

Sh. Gaurav Kumar,

S/o Sh. Joginder Kumar,

# 747/3, Milap Nagar,

Ambala City-134003.




--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Secretary, 

Punjab Subordinate Service

-Selection Board, SCO 156-160,

Sector 8-C, Chd.



 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1622-2008  
Present:
Gaurav Kumar complainant in person alongwith his father Sh. Joginder Kumar.



Sh. Jaswant Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt., SSS Board, Pb.



Sh. Mohindr Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/O SSS Board.


Order:

The complainant acknowledges that vide letter dated 3.12.08 he has received further information through the Commission. A copy of the same  is endorsed to the Commission also. However, Sh. Jaswant  Kumar father of Sh. Gaurav states that the information supplied is still incomplete and in one place wrong. He has given a  letter dated 10.2.08 pointed out  the exact deficiencies, photocopy of the same should be supplied to the PIO also. Supplementary list of persons selected as Arts and Crafts Teachers vide letter  dated 22.1.07 has been produced in the Commission and a copy of the same has been taken from the complainant for the record of the  Commission. In addition, the  PIO has vide letter dated 4.12.08 rendered his explanation u/s 20(1) of the Act as per notice issued to him by the Commission, which will be taken up for consideration on the next date of hearing.
2.
It is observed that no specific reply has been given by the PIO to the directions given by the Commission in para 3 & 4 of its order dated 21.10.08. The PIO requested for some time  as it had been inadvertently omitted. It is seen that reply to point 2(d) is still to be given by the SSS Board. In respect of item No, 3, a huge amount of information has been provided containing names, marks in matric and in diploma have been given. However, father’s name , permanent address and total of the marks has not been given. The PIO stats that the original application forms are available in part in the Board. Certain amount of applications and record has also been taken by the Vigilance Deptt and the PIO shall check from the receipt of the record provided by the Vigilance Department as to whether any record/applications of Art and Craft teachers relevant to this RTI application have also been taken away or not and if so which record.  For the remaining, the PIO states that there is no staff with the SSS Board which is now defunct and is continuing with skeleton staff for residuary duties in the branch which is dealing with the present application. There is only one Supdt and one Assistant and two peons. As such it is not possible for them to attend to this voluminous list of copying out the names and addresses of more than 13000 candidates. Sh. Jaswant Singh father of Sh. Gaurav states that he will himself  copy out the addresses. The PIO has no objection to the same.  In consultation with the PIO and the complainant, Dec. 15th to 19th from 11 AM to 4.00 each day has been fixed  for  this work under due supervision and free of charge. He should report in the office of SSS Board,  Ist floor, Sector 8 to the Supdt. at the same time and venue.  Same is in the case it item No. 5.

Adjourned to 28.1.2009 for compliance report of this order as well as the point for compliance remaining of the previous order.








Sd- 
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

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

Sh. Ajeet Singh,S/o Babu Singh,

Village & PO Rampur Sainian,

Tehsil Dera Bassi,

District  Mohali.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Divisional Commissioner,

Patiala Divisional, Patiala.  



 




         ---------Respondent.

CC No- 1645-2008
Present:
Sh. Ajeet Singh, Complainant in person.


Ms. Manjit Kaur, RTI Assistant O/o Dc, Patiala.


Ms. Sukhjit Kaur, Senior Assistant O/o DC., Patiala.



Sh. Sarabpreet Singh, Steno O/o SDM, Derabassi on behalf of 


DC/Mohali.
Order:


In compliance with the order dated 21.10.2008, the representative of the PIO states that full information as was available has been provided to Sh. Ajeet Singh, Complainant with covering letter dated 03.12.2008 duly indexed, attested and page marked as directed.   
2.

Sh. Ajeet Singh states that contrary to what is being stated, an enquiry had been conducted by Sh. N.S.Sangha into the complaint dated 15.07.2007 which had been submitted by the Complainant to the FCR.  He requested that the said papers may be got located.  He also stated that the reply dated 24.07.2008 given by the present SDM is not satisfactory, since it by passed the actual question.  He states that the letter dated 24.07.2008 is by the then SDM (not Sh. N.S.Sangha but Sh. Sohal Lal Bhumbak) since it is based upon a presumption that the complaint dated 15.07.2003 is more or less the same as a complaint dated 28.07.2003.  He also states that the Tehsildar has admitted to the DC that an enquiry was conducted.  He stated that has got proof of the matter.  
3.

Sh. Ajeet Singh is hereby directed to supply all documents/proof available with him to the PIO’s Commissioner, Patiala, the Deputy Commissioner and to the Commission to show that such an enquiry was conducted and 
CC No- 1645-2008
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completed separately by Sh. N.S. Sangha on his complaint dated 15.07.2003 so that it can be considered whether the Deputy Commissioner needs to be asked to fix responsibility for the loss/missing thereof/registration of FIR etc.  

Adjourned to 28.01.2009 for production of proof as per the assertion of the Complainant.   








Sd- 
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

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

Ms. Yamini W/o Rajeev Kumar,

C/o Puran Kariyana Store,

Iswar Nagar, Dalhousie Road,

Pathankot, District Gurdaspur.




--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Secretary, 

Punjab Subordinate Service

-Selection Board, SCO 156-160,

Sector 8-C, Chd.



 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1678-2008  
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Jaswant Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt., SSS Board, Pb.



Sh. Mohindr Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/O SSS Board.


Order:


The PIO has already sent the information to the complainant. However, no copy has been received for the record of the Commission and neither has the proof of registry been given. Therefore, it is considered necessary to give the Complainant one more chance.  In case, she does not appear or send any communication to the contrary it will be presumed that she has received the information and the case will be closed.



Adjourned to 28.1.2009. 







Sd- 
   





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.12.2008 

(Ptk)
