STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajwant Singh

433/7, Civil Lines

Gurdaspur 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Circle Education Officer

Ladowali Road, Jalandhar 



.....Respondent.

AC No-117- of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Rajwant Singh complainant in person.


Sh. Joga Singh, dealing hand (without letter of authority).
Order: 



Sh. Rajwant Singh vide his complaint dated 06.03.2008 received on the Commission on 12.03.2008 submitted that his application dated 18.01.2008 had not been attended to till date and he was not enabled to get the information from the PIO.  The complaint was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed.
2.

Today Sh. Joga Singh, Sr. Asstt. submitted that the APIO being busy in the Panchayat Samiti/Zila Parishad elections conducted only yesterday would be coming late.  However, I have gone through the file and I find that replies to the three points contained in the application under Right to Information dated 06.08.2007 have been given to the complainant vide covering letter dated 06.09.2007, as well as the reply given to his further reference dated 18.11.2007 vide letter dated 23.10.2007.  The PIO-cum-CEO has stated in the last letter that all information available has been given to the complainant.

3.

However the complainant has added a complaint regarding another application under Right to Information dated 15.11.2007.  No doubt it also concerns the tour programmes (approved or unapproved) of the CEO and this time contains seven points on which he has asked for fresh information vide his Right to Information application dated 15.11.2007.  It is seen that even for this application, a reply has been given on 3.12.2007.  However this application was 
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not included in the original complaint made before the Commission against the PIO vide letter dated 06.03.2008. 


With this the matter is disposed of.                    


Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


13.05. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jatinder Singh

Villege Dale Chak, P.O.- Kala Afgana                                                     

Tehsil- Batala, Distt.-Gurdaspur


......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o. Director Public Instruction

SCO-95-97, Sector-17 D

Chandigarh 

 




.....Respondent.

CC No-454- of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Jatinder Singh, complainant in person.



Smt. Tarinder Kaur, APIO-cum-Supdt., Establishment-1 Branch 

O/O DPI (Sec.)



Sh. Ram Sarup, Clerk.

Order: 



Sh. Jatinder Singh complainant vide his complaint dated 28.02.2008 has submitted that no information has been received by him in respect of three applications under Right to Information given by him addressed to the PIO/DPI, Secondary vide registered letters No. 4677, 4678 and 4679.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO along with annexures.  The date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties were informed.  Today, the APIO has given letter dated 13.05.2008 to the complainant in the hearing with copy for the record of the Commission.         Sh. Jatinder Singh states that he is satisfied.  With this the case is hereby disposed of.  


Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


13.05. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jagjeet Singh

Chowk Jai Singh,

Androon Gilwali Gate, Amritsar 



......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Distt. Revenue Officer

Amritsar

 




.....Respondent.

CC No-456- of  2008: 

Present:
Sh. Jagjeet Singh complainant in person.



None for the respondent.

Order: 



Sh. Jagjeet Singh complainant vide his complaint dated 27.02.2008 has submitted that the DRO-cum-PIO, Amritsar has refused to entertain his application dated 12.02.2008 under Right to Information and had referred him to the SDM Amritsar-1 while stating that matter concerns that office.  When he went to the SDM Amritsar-1 on 13.02.2008.  He further forwarded him to SDM-2 stating that the matter concerns him.  On 14.02.2008, he went to SDM Amritsar-2 but he further told him that he should submitted his application to Sh. H.S Deol, DRO-cum-PIO, D.C office, Amritsar.  The complainant went back to said DRO who refused to take the application and stated that it did not lie in the sphere of his duties. Further the IPO of Rs. 10/- dated 18.01.2008 has been attached to the complaint. 

2.

A copy of the complaint was sent to the said DRO on 01.04.2008 giving him adequate and due notice of hearing today, but none has appeared for him.  However, a fax dated 9.05.2008 has just been received from the registry addressed to Sh. Jagjeet Singh by the APIO, with a copy endorsed to the Commission.  In this he has been advised to deposit Rs. 10/- as application fee as well as Rs. 28/- as fee for the information.  The IPO of Rs. 10/- attach to his complaint has been returned to Sh. Jagjeet Singh today.  He has been advised to go to the DRO to collect the information against due receipt.  The DRO is hereby 
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directed to supply the information to Sh. Jagjeet Singh and to produce the receipt from him as well as a copy of the information supplied to him for the record of the Commission.  In case Sh. Jatinder Singh has received the information to his satisfaction he need not appear on the next date of hearing.



Adjourned to 04.06.2008.










Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


13.05. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Malkit Kaur

Village-Dumenwal

P.O-Jhaj, Tehsil Anandpur Sahib

Distt.- Ropar




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Director Social Security Women and Child Development

Deptt.- Punjab, Chandigarh








.....Respondent.

CC No-466- of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Tajinder Pal Singh, S/o Smt. Malkit Kaur complainant.


Smt. Shakuntala, APIO Directorate of Social Security.
Order: 



Smt. Malkit Kaur vide her complaint dated 28.02.2008 stated that her application dated 13.01.2008 made to the PIO/Director Social Security Women and Children Development, Punjab under Right to Information Act had not been attended to.  Today, the APIO stated that full information since been provided and the son of the complainant confirmed vide letter dated 12.03.2008 (174 pages) full information has been provided. The son of the complainant who was present has also confirmed the matter.  With this the complaint is disposed of. 


Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


13.05. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. L.S. Gupta

Gupta Eye Sight Testing Centre

Opp. Old Bus stand Patel Nagar

College road, Barnala




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Distt. Education Officer (EE)

Patiala






.....Respondent.

CC No-467- of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. L.S Gupta (Retd. SS Master) complainant in person.


Sh. Paul Singh, Sr. Asstt. 

Order: 



Sh. L.S Gupta vide his complaint dated 28.02.2008 stated that his application under Right to Information dated 17.01.2008 addressed to the PIO/Distt. Education Officer (Ele/Pry) had not been attended to and the information on the four points mentioned therein be got supplied to him.  He stated that the PIO had replied to him on 20.02.2008, stating that the information could not be supplied to him since it pertains to a period more than 20 years old.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties were informed. 
2.

Today it has been explained to the PIO that under section 8 (3) of the Right to Information Act 2005, reads as follows.
 “Any information relating to any occurrence, event or matter which has taken place, occurred or happened twenty years before the date on which any request is made under section 6 shall be provided to any person making a request under that section” (emphasis supplied). 
3.

Thus the purpose of the section 8 (3) appears to have been misconstrued by the PIO. The representative of the PIO, Sh. Paul Singh, Sr. Asstt dealing with establishment has presented information with covering letter dated 06.05.2008 to the applicant during the hearing with copy for Commission.  It has seen that information has been supplied in respect of item No. 2, 3 and 4 
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 but information supplied in respect of item No. 1 is off the mark, since, copy of the instruction asked for (copy of the Govt. circular dated 20.10.1987) has not been provided to him.  The PIO is hereby directed to supply him the certified copy of the same at least 10 days before the next date of hearing by making all out effort to procure the copy from which ever source it may available, including the office of the DPI and to produce compliance report along with receipt from the complainant and a copy of the information supplied for the record of the Commission. 


Adjourned to 03.06.2008.



Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


13.05. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Parshottam Puri,

# 501, 8 New Town, Moga.



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. O/O Deputy Commissioner, Moga.

.....Respondent.

CC No-478-of 2008: 
Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.


Order:


In the interest of justice one more chance is given to both the parties.

2
The PIO is directed to give information under due receipt from the applicant and a copy of the information supplied be produced for the record of the Commission. If it is not supplied, the status of the case may be given alongwith suo moto explanation for the delay.


Adjourned to 11.6.2008. 



Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


13.5.2008.

Ptk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hansa Singh

Village Kubbe

P.O Dhonala, Barnala




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Director Public Instruction

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D, 

Chandigarh






.....Respondent.

CC No-531- of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Hansa Singh, complainant in person.


Sh Ram Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt.

Order: 



Sh. Hansa Singh vide his complaint dated 10.03.2008 stated that his application dated 28.12.2007 made to the address of the PIO/DPI (S) Punjab had not been attended to.  A copy of the compliant along with the annexure was sent to the concerned PIO, the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties were informed. 
2.

Today, Sh. Ram Singh APIO-cum-Supdt. has appeared on behalf of the PIO, he has stated that information has already been given on 17.04.2008.  However, Sh. Hansa Singh stated that “The information given concerns the post of Asstt. Librarian whereas the information asked by him was in connection with Librarians”. The APIO admits that the word Asstt. Librarian were used inadvertently and he is directed to give a fresh letter stating that the information is in connection with Librarians under due receipt and produce the receipt of amended letter for the record of the Commission.  In case Sh. Hansa Singh has received said letter and given the receipt he need not appear for the next date of hearing and the case will be disposed of.


Adjourned to 04.06.2008.


Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


13.05. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt.Neelam Pathria

# 44, Street No. 9

Ferozepur Cantt, Punjab




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o. Director Public Instructions (S)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D, 

Chandigarh






.....Respondent.

CC No-538- of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Paramjit Singh, Jr. Asstt on behalf of CEO, Faridkot.



Smt. Manjeet Kaur, Sr. Asstt Office of the DPI (S)



Sh. R.T Saini, APIO-cum-Supdt.

Order: 



Smt. Neelam Pathria stated that her application dated 05.02.2008 made to the address of the PIO/DPI schools with due receipt of fee had not been attended to, in fact her application had not been acknowledged.  It is notice that this letter has not been address to the State Information Commission at all but to the DPI schools and the copy of the same has been forwarded “for information and necessary action to get me the copy the copy of the documents mentioned in the enclosed copy of the letter at least earliest.”  The office appeared to make a mistake in treating this matter as a complaint against the PIO, since this is not a complaint at all.  However, Sh. R.T Saini, APIO-cum- Supdt./DPI (S) has stated that the said application had been transferred under section 6 (3) to the PIO/CEO, Faridkot whom it concerned, under intimation to her.  The representative of the CEO has stated that reply has since been given to the complainant vide letter dated 19.03.2008.  The APIO of the DPI office has also sent a letter dated 02.04.2008 asking her for further details since her application appeared to be misdirected and based on wrong surmises.  With this the application has been fully dealt with.  The APIO further informed me that she has in response of that information given a further and fresh letter asking for new 
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information and has been advised to apply afresh, which she did.  However even that application was not clear and so she has been sent a detailed letter dated 02.05.2008 with respect to that application. Copies of the further correspondence with her is directed to be placed on file. 
2.

Smt. Neelam Pathria has not appeared. if she wish to complain she could have come today.  With this the application is hereby disposed of. 


Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


13.05. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Mandeep Singh

R/o Village- Rottewal, Tehsil Raikot, 

Distt.- Ludhiana




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. O/O Director Health & Family Welfare

Punjab, Chandigarh



.....Respondent.

CC No-539-of 2008: 
Present:
Sh. Mandeep Singh Complainant in person.



Sh. Narinder Mohan, APIO-cum-Supdt. along with Sh. Mulk 


Raj, Sr. Asstt
Order:



Sh. Mandeep Singh vide his complaint dated 10.03.2008 stated that application under Right to Information Act dated 29.11.2007 with due payment of fee addressed to the PIO, Deptt. of Health & Family Welfare had not been attended to properly.  Earlier he had made a complaint on 26.02.2008 without giving any details and the complaint had been returned to him for adding copy of the application under Right to Information, copy of fee etc. which he did.  After going through his application, it is seen that he has asked for documents on three points in connection with his complaint No. 1832 dated 19.09.2007, but he has not attached copy of the said complaint.  It is seen that the PIO has also written further letter to him on 03.01.2008 asking for further details regarding the said complaint in connection with which the Right to Information Act application has been given.  During the hearing also, he was asked for the copy of the complaint but has not been able to give it. He also states that the No. 1832 dated 19.09.2007 quoted by him pertains to the complaint given by him to the Health Minister.  The APIO Sh. Narinder Mohan along with Sh. Mulk Raj (dealing with Right to Information application) both from the Directorate of Health Services stated that they have checked up the matter and the said letter No. 1832 dated 19.09.2007 is the dispatch No of the said complaint, which has been sent to the 
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Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana at the level of the Secretary to the Minister of Health and Family Welfare for “necessary action/report”.  Further they have stated that Sh. Mandeep Singh appears to have applied separately under the Right to Information directly to the PIO/ Civil Surgeon Ludhiana.  Sh. Mandeep Singh confirms that he had made an application to the Civil Surgeon also on the same date i.e 29.11.2007 separately for the same information and that he has received the copy of the inquiry. However, he states that he has not received any information on the action taken on the report of the Civil Surgeon and neither has received the documents attached in the inquiry file.  
2.

The PIO/O/O the Director Health and Family Welfare is hereby directed to produce the full inquiry file along with all the documents before the Commission on the next date of hearing along with the file on which the matter has been dealt in the directorate and information up to date should be given to him with covering letter duly indexed, page numbered and attested under due receipt.  Since the period of 30 days is over, this information is directed to be supplied free of charge to the complainant under the provisions of the section 7 (6) of the Act.  A copy of the information should be supplied to him through Commission during the hearing, and a copy of the same be placed on the record of the Commission also.  The full file should be produced in the Commission without fail during the hearing.


Adjourned to 04.06.2008.

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


13.05.2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Surinder Pal,

Vill Saini Majra, 

P.O. Noorpur Bedi, Distt. Ropar.



......Complainant






Vs.

1.  PIO/.O/o.  director Ayurveda, Punjab,

     Sector 22, Chandigarh.

2.  PIO/ O/O Director Research and Medical Education,

Sector 40, Chandigarh.




.....Respondent.

CC No-565- 2008: 

Present:
Dr. Surinder Pal, complainant in person.



Sh. Sumittar Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O Director 



Ayurveda,Punjab.

Order: 

Dr. Surinder Pal, vide his complaint dated 17.3.08 stated that  he had  passed his Ayurvedacharya  BAMS Degree (5 years) from the Punjab State Faculty of Ayurvedic and Unani System  of Medicines, Punjab in June, 1974 from Daya Nand Ayurvedic College, Jalandhar but had not yet been given  the Degree. In this connection he had made an application under RTI Act dated 22.2.08, to the Director Research and Medical Education, the successor of the Secretary of the said Faculty, who is reportedly holding all the record of this faculty, and had also made a separate application to the PIO, O/O Director Ayurveda, Punjab for the same, but has not been able to get the required documents. A copy of the complaint was sent to both the PIOs and a date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed.

2.
Today,  Sh. Sumittar Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt., O/O Director Ayurveda, Punjab, has presented copies of two communications dated 19.2.08 and 25.3.08, both addressed by the PIO to the Director  Ayush, Govt. Ayurvedic college, Patiala, asking him to supply the information directly to Dr. Surinder Pal under advice of the Director Ayurveda, Punjab. Dr. Surinder Pal has also given a copy of the letter received by him from Dr. PPS Cooner, Member Secretary of the Punjab State Faculty of Ayurvedic and Unani System of Medicine. This letter has 
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been received with reference to the application dated 2.2.08 made to the address of DRME. In that letter it has been stated that “in view of the above circumstances, the above case pertains to year 1974 related documents are more than 34 years old case, despite our best efforts the record is not available with the Faculty.” 

3.

The Commission is not satisfied with the reply. The record concerning Degrees bestowed on Doctors who have passed examination from Medical College under the aegis of the Faculty does not constitute needless record which can be weeded out at will. The record is required to be meticulously maintained. It is rather strange that the degree has not been granted at all which is the right of every student who has cleared the examination. The PIO/DRME who has inherited the responsibility/custody of the said record from the Director Ayurveda may make all out efforts to locate it so that the records pertaining to the degree can be obtained. The Commission would like to know the efforts made to this end.  The Commission is not interested in only ensuring the supply of information to the applicants but is vitally and equally interested in the safety and easy accessibility of the record. In case it is not available, the DRME may like to fix the responsibility for the loss of record and/or consider registration of FIR etc. On the part of Director Ayurveda, details of handing over/taking over of the charge of records to DRME should be available and they should also make all out efforts to search in his office also. Both the PIOs should file progress report on the next date of hearing.

3. 
Dr. Surinder Pal has disclosed that his registration number is DAC/69/1753. He has also handed over another letter( photocopy) containing marksheets obtained by him in the BAMS previous examinations. He has been asked to sent the same to the DRME.


Adjourned to 4.6.2008.











Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


13.05. 2008.
(ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. K.K.Goyal,

Railway bridge Street,

Jalluana Road, Mansa.





......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o. District Transport Officer, Mansa.


.....Respondent.

CC No- 542-2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Rakesh Sharma, APIO-cum-S.O., O/O DTO Mansa.
Order: 


Shri K.K.Goyal. vide his complaint dated  March 11, 2008 stated that his application submitted under RTI dated 7.2.08 with due payment of fee made to the address of District Transport Officer, Mansa had not been attended to and the information had not been supplied. The complaint was sent to the PIO and the date of hearing fixed for today and both the parties informed.
2.
Today, none is present on behalf of the complainant. However,  Sh. Rakesh Sharma, APIO-cum-SO,  on behalf the PIO has presented a letter dated 6.5.08(covering letter) with receipt from Sh. K.K.Goyal, stating that he has received full information and is satisfied with it and does  not wish to pursue it further. The representative of the PIO has been advised to send a copy of the information supplied for the record of the Commission.  With this, the application is hereby disposed of.


Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


13.05. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Nishan Singh,

R/O W-16/65, Mohalla Sodhian,Moga.



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. O/O Principal Secretary to Govt., Punjab,

Department of Education, Punjab. Mini Sector,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.





.....Respondent.

CC No-550-of 2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.


Order:


In the interest of justice one more chance is given to both the parties.
2. The PIO is directed to give information under due receipt  from the applicant and a copy of the information supplied be produced for the record of the Commission. If it is not supplied, the status of the case may be given alongwith suo moto explanation for the delay.

3. Adjourned to 11.6.2008.

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


13.5.2008.

Ptk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sohan Lal

Village- Kulara, Tehsil Samana

Distt.-Patiala




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate

Sub Division, Samana

Distt.- Patiala




.....Respondent.

CC No-571- of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Smt. Jiwan Jagjot Kaur, Tehsildar-cum APIO, Samana in 



person.

Order: 



The APIO states that full information with respect to the application dated 9.08.2007 sent by registered post on 21.08.2007 made to the address of the SDM, Samana under Right to Information Act with due payment of fees had not been attended to.  The copy of the complaint with annexures was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed.

2.

Today, the APIO-cum-Tehsildar Smt. Jiwan Jagjot has stated that full information has been supplied to the applicant vide letter dated 07.04.2008, a copy of which had been endorsed to the Commission and is available on file along with the receipt from the complainant.  However, a copy of the information supplied is not available which was rendered today.  Since, Sh. Sohan Lal had been given due and adequate notice on 01.04.2008 of the hearing today, he would have appeared incase he wished to make any further submission.  Since, he has not done so, it is presumed that he is satisfied and the case is hereby disposed of.  



Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


13.05. 2008.

(Uma)
