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

Dr. A.S.Mann,

21-A, Officer Colony,

Sangrur.





--------Appellant 






Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Director Public Instructions,(SE) Punjab,

SCF 95-97, Sector 17-E,Chandigarh


____   Respondent.





AC No-275-2008. 
Present:
Sh. Sham Lal Singhla for Dr. A.S. Mann, Appellant.



Sh. Gursevak Singh, Senior Assistant for PIO/DPI(SE), Pb.

Order:


On the last date on 07.10.2008, neither the Appellant nor the PIO was present and in the interest of justice one more opportunity was given to both the parties.  The representative of Dr. A.S.Mann states that no information has been supplied on point no. 1, 2 and incomplete information given on point no. 3 of his application.  The representative of the PIO Sh. Gursevak Singh states that he has given information in respect of point no. 3 which is not incomplete.  Dr. A.S.Mann had asked for “list of 46 science/math masters/mistresses appointed”.  The reply given vide letter dated 25.03.2008 states clearly that the list of candidates who were present has been supplied and that 46 candidates were not selected.  Therefore, I am satisfied that the information is complete on point no. 3.  As for point no. 1 and 2, information was supplied by the same PIO but from different branches.  The Commission is not dealing with the different branches but only with the PIO.  Information has been sought on 25.03.2008 and it is now ten months and it has not been supplied.  

2.

The PIO is hereby required to show cause under Section 20(1) of the Act as to why a penalty of Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25000/- should not be imposed upon him as penalty for violating section 7(1) of the Act.  He may note that in case he does not give a written reply, it will be taken 
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that there was no reasonable cause for the delay and the Commission shall proceed to take further action against him ex-parte. 
3.

The PIO is also directed to make the said information on point no. 1 and 2 available to the applicant within ten days from today under due receipt/with proof of registry and to supply set of papers given to him for the record of the Commission along with the receipt.  Failure to do so will invite further action under Section 20(2) in addition to the penalty proposed above.  In case the applicant has received the information to his satisfaction, he need not come on the next date of hearing.  


Adjourned to 04.03.2009 for compliance.  









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009
(LS)



After the Applicant had left, Sh. Ram Sarup, Senior Assistant of the DPI office came and requested that information vide letter dated 14.01.2009 be taken on record which was being dispatched through registered post today.  He stated that he had not been able to come earlier due to the death of relative where he had gone.  In view of the above, as and when the information is received by the Complainant, he may point out deficiencies, if any, to the PIO with copy to the Commission and the PIO should make up the deficiencies, strictly in accordance with the original RTI application.  The show cause notice shall be issued on the next date of hearing, if full information has not been given by the PIO.   
              Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(LS)

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

Sh.Rajeev Goyal, Pattarkar,

Opp. Arya High School,

Rampura Phul, Distt. Bathinda.



--------Appellant 





Vs. 

PIO, O/O,Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda.

____   Respondent.





AC No-277-2008
Present:
 None for the Appellant.


Sh. Jatinder Singh, APIO-cum-DRO, Bathinda for PIO.

Order:


The head office has just now conveyed that the applicant requests for an adjournment.  This is not in order.  Adjournment has to be sought with specific reasons and justifications and has to be made well in time and can not be granted in this manner when the PIO is present and has come all the way from Bathinda to attend the hearing.  An adjournment is sought in this manner cannot be permitted.  

2.

The APIO has brought information for supply to the applicant with a covering letter dated 02.12.2008 containing a full set of information supplied for the record of the Commission also.  He states that this has been sent to him through registered post and also sent to him personally by messenger.  He may bring the proof of registry/receipt on the next date of hearing.   
3.

It is observed that the information asked for by the Appellant is of diverse subjects concerning different files of different Departments of District Bathinda.   The PIO Deputy Commissioner is required to give only such information as is available in his custody and in the form in which it is maintained.  It is not the requirement under the Act that the PIO should collect information from other officers who are designated independently as full fledged PIOs in their own right and where the information is in the custody of those PIOs.   Section 
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6(3) of the Act lays down the duty of the PIO to forward the case in full (or in part as the case may be) to another PIO if it concerns him.  This, however, does not extend to many or innumerable PIOs.   It is not the duty of the PIO to collect, collate, analyze, organize and tally the information to be collected from all different sources and to bring it altogether on one platform and at one place and supply information to the applicant through the PIO or the office of his choosing.  If, this were to be the case, the PIO would be required to deal “elaborately” with the different references and to issue reminders to all etc. which is not the intention of the Act at all, as this would amount to “creating” information and then supplying it to the applicant.  Anyway, the information has now been supplied and appears to be over and above information required to be supplied by this particular PIO.  
4.

Now for deficiencies in the information, the applicant should approach the said offices directly in separate RTI applications to be filed before the concerned PIO’s.  This would lead to reduction of work and would also help in giving timely information to the applicant.  Sh. Rajeev Goyal may point out deficiencies, if any, to the PIO (with copy to the Commission) as pertain to the PIO/office of the Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda only. 
5.

It is observed that if the PIO had studied the provisions of the Act and given the correct advice to the applicant immediately, he would not have had to carry out this voluminous exercise.  Had the applicant also adopted the correct procedure he would have got the information much faster.  


Adjourned to 04.03.2009. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Darshana Devi

#12-B, Green View Colony,

Rajbaha Road, Patiala.





......Appellant 






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions (S.E)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D

Chandigarh.  


&

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secy. School Education

Mini Sectt., Sector- 9,

Chandigarh 







.....Respondent.
AC No-232-of 2008 & AC No-235-of 2008 (transferred by Secretary School Education to PIO/DPI(S) u/s 6(3))
Present:
 None for the Appellant.


Smt. Tarinder Kaur, APIO-cum-Superintendent, Establishment-


I for DPI(SE), Pb.

Order:


The case was considered in the hearing dated 19.08.2008 and 08.10.2008.  The PIO has filed an explanation for the delay in giving the information (which has already been given and confirming to be satisfactory by the applicant) vide letter dated 08.12.2008.  I have gone through the reasons for delay and the explanation is accepted.  


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(LS)

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

Smt. Usha Matta, W/O Sh. Vijay Kumar Sayal,

5/75, Garden Colony, 

Model Town,  Jalandhar.




--------Appellant 






Vs. 

PIO, O/O,Addl. Secretary School Education,

Punjab Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.






____   Respondent.





AC No-300-2008. 
Present:
 Sh. Vijay Kumar Sayal, Husband of Smt. Usha Matta, 



Appellant. 


Smt. Indu Mishra, PIO-cum-Additional Secretary, School 



Education in person with Sh. Jatinder Singh, Senior Assistant.
Order:


The last reply given on behalf of the PIO vide letter dated 05.12.2008 states again that since the file is ten years old it could not be located from the record and, therefore, the office is unable to give the information.  This reply is not satisfactory, in terms of Section 8(3) of the Act which provides in fact that exemption from disclosure of information can be sought only in terms of Provision of Section 8.  However, no exemption can be claimed for information which is more than 20 years old which shall be supplied under all circumstances.  Therefore, the plea taken that the record is ten years old cannot be accepted.  
2.

Sh. Vijay Kumar Sayal states that he has earlier seen the file in October or November, 2007 with Sh. Amar Singh, Superintendent of Education-II branch at that time.  He has been directed to give the details in writing.  He also stated that the file was not being given deliberately as the evidence contained therein would work in favour of the applicant in the Civil Writ filed by her in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court.  
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3.

Smt. Indu Mishra has been directed to make full efforts to locate/procure the record and/or to fix responsibility for the loss thereof, including taking of disciplinary action and registration of FIR etc, if needed.  She had stated that one month may be given to the Department to make another effort. 


Adjourned to 04.03.2009.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Makhan Singh,

S/o Sh. Jagir Singh,

Village Bika,

District Nawanshehar.








......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

Deputy Commissioner, 

Nawanshehar.  





.....Respondent.
CC No-1956-of 2007 & CC-1108-of 2007

Present:
 Sh. Makhan Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Avtar Singh Bhullar, the then PIO-cum-DDPO, 




Nawanshehar (presently posted as DDPO, Jalandhar).



Sh. Sukhdev Singh, PIO-cum DDPO, Nawanshehar.  

Order:


This case has been considered many times and substantive orders passed on 18.03.2008, 30.04.2008, 11.06.2008, 13.08.2008 and 08.10.2008.  In compliance thereof Deputy Commissioner had sent his report dated 02.09.2008 the then DDPO is also present today in person and has also submitted his reply in writing.  I have considered the matter.    Sh. Avtar Singh vide his letter dated 14.01.2009 and orally claims that there was no initial Nishandehi.  A copy of the letter dated 07.04.2007 addressed by the DC to the SSP has been taken on record.  According to this letter, the District Magistrate has approached the SSP for illegal encroachment and possession of Panchayat land under Section 13(A) of the Punjab Village Common Land (Regulation) Act, 1961 and on second count for causing loss of the property of the Panchayat Sh. Makhan Singh asserts that this case was registered against him on the basis of an earlier nishandehi.  Sh. Avtar Singh the then PIO/DDPO disputes that there was any other earlier “Nishandehi”.  There was only one Nishandehi dated 18.09.2007 which has been provided to Sh. Makhan Singh. 
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2.

After considering different aspects of the matter, it is quite clear that the NIshandehi dated 18.09.2007 claimed by Sh. Makhan Singh, Complainant to be the second Nishandehi states that there is no encroachment of any kind on the land of the Panchayat.  Therefore, this aspect would surely be taken into account by the relevant court. In respect of damage to the property, Sh. Makhan Singh alleges that Rs. 2000/- has been recovered from him without receipt whereas this is denied.

3.

Unfortunately, the Commission cannot go behind the inquiry carried out by the Deputy Commissioner, but surely all does not seem to be completely well in this case.  

4.

Sh. Makhan Singh, Complainant armed with whatever information he is able to get and the orders of the Commission should approach the Competent Authority in the Executive in a complaint and/or follow up his case in the court where the case is pending as may be advised.



With this, the case is disposed of. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

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

REGD POST

Sh. Jasbir Singh,

Plot No. 80, Premier Enclave,

Village Nichhi Mangli,

PO Ramgarh,

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Sub Divisional Magistrate (West),

Ludhiana.






  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1371-2007  

Present:
 None for Complainant.


None for PIO.

Order:


In the interest of justice, it is appropriate to give one more chance to both the parties. 



Adjourned to 04.03.2009. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(ptk)

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

Sh. Sukhwinder Singh Bhoma,

8, IDH Market, 1st Floor, Opp. Suraj Chanda Cinema

Amritsar






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Financial Commissioner Revenue,

Pb. Civil Secretary, Chd.




  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1544-2007  

Present:
 Sh. Sukhwinder Singh Bhoma, Complainant in person.


Sh. Hari Singh Sodhi, Superintendent-I for PIO.
Order:


This case has been considered on several occasions and detailed orders had been passed on 21.05.2008, 03.09.2008, 12.11.2008 where after it was adjourned to 14.01.2009 for compliance.  The PIO states that vide covering letter dated 02.01.2009, full information as has become available has been provided to him.  Sh. Bhoma confirms having received the information along with annexures.  He states that there are discrepancies in the figures of actual subsidy disbursed by different Local Bodies to the riot affected victims as supplied by the Director Local Bodies and the figures given by Sh. C.S.Ball, Superintendent, representative of the FCR.  
2.

However, from the papers given, it is clear that the Department of Relief & Rehabilitation under the FCR is not the Parent Department for the scheme in the relevant year.  Instead, from the papers now provided, it is clear that this subsidy was provided directly in the budget of the Department of Local Government which further has distributed it amongst the different Local Bodies i.e. Improvement Trusts and Municipalities.  Therefore, the information would be available with the PIO/Local Bodies Department and not with the PIO/Financial Commissioner Revenue.  The Complainant was also aware of this fact.  It is on the basis of information collected by him from the Local Government institutions and provided through the Commission to the FCR that even the exact name of the 
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scheme under which the subsidy had been provided could be located from the study of the budget documents of the State pertaining to the relevant years.  
2.

It is observed that what Sh. Bhoma is seeking is the actual utilization of the subsidy. If so, his request should have been phrased, accordingly.  When he states “what the money was provided under the rules of business”, it pertains to the Budget and budgetary documents have since been supplied to him.  In case he is looking for information regarding the actual utilization of the amount and the disbursement to the riot affected, then it is not the Department of Disaster Management Relief & Rehabilitation from which he is required to seek information but form the Department responsible for the scheme at the relevant time.  Similarly, in case there are discrepancies between information provided by the PIO of another Department to Sh. Bhoma, on the basis of a different RTI application which is not on record, it is not for the PIO/FCR to answer for the same.  What is being considered presently is a complaint that the information in the custody of the PIO/FCR sought by the Complainant has not been provided to him.  PIO/FCR is responsible only to give the information which is in his custody and is not responsible for information given by other PIOs who are PIOs in their own right.  
3.

With these observations, it is considered that full information has now been supplied as has been sought under the RTI application, even though it did not pertain to the Department of Revenue and was not in their custody. Thus, the complaint against PIO/FCR is not made out and is hereby rejected. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Pawan Kumar

S/o Sh. Hakam Chand,

2139/1, Agwar Gujran,

Jagraon, District Ludhiana.

&

Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate,

J-558/64, BRS Nagar,

Ludhiana-141012.





--------Complainant


&




Vs. 

PIO O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.






  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 291-2008 

Present:
 Sh. Manjinder Singh, Counsel for Sh. Pawan Kumar, 



Complainant. 


Sh. Rajan Sharma, Clerk O/o Sub Registrar, Ludhiana.


Order:


Sh. Rajan Sharma, Clerk on behalf of the PIO states that due to certain unfortunate incident which happened there, almost the entire staff of the Sub Registrar, Ludhiana including the police posted there on Security duty had been arrested by the Department of Vigilance and the record has also been seized by them. Now all the officials are on bail but the work of Sub Registrar office is still not normal.  For the last ten days, the entire revenue staff of the District Ludhiana is on strike due to the allegedly unfair vigilance raid once again in Sub Tehsil, Mullanpur.  He prays that some more time which is granted in view of the circumstances.  


Adjourned to 04.03.2009.  









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
REGISTERED POST 

Shri. Balvir Singh, 

S/o Sh. Jasvinder Singh 

VPO-Minian, Teh- Nihal Singh Wala

Distt.-Moga









--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O/o ADC (D)-cum-Chief E.O.,

Zila Parishad, Fatehgarhsahib 









____   Respondent.






CC No-714-2008. 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Dilpreet Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the PIO/DC 

Fatehgarh Sahib.
 

Order:

In compliance of order dated 19.11.2008, the representative of the PIO has provided a set of information  supplied as well as proof of registry made on 22.12.2008 which has been placed on record. The complainant has not come today despite due and adequate notice. It is presumed that he is satisfied with the information  supplied. The case is hereby disposed of.








Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.R.K.Garg,

# 66, St. No. 4, Shankar Nagar,

Fatehgarh Road, Hoshiarpur.










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o DPI(Colleges) Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.









.....Respondent.

CC No-1121-of 2008: 
Present:
Shri R.K,.Garg, complainant in person.



Sh. Kartar Singh, Supdt, O/O DPI©.for the PIO.



Sh. Darshan Verma, Sr. Asstt, O/O DPI(Colleges).

ORDER:



In compliance of order dated 26.8.07 and 8.10.08, Sh. Kartar Singh, Supdt, O/O DPI(C) on behalf of the PIO has already filed a letter dated 5.11.08 addressed to Sh. Garg with copy to the Commission giving the full information available with them on record along with a certificate from the Principal, DAV College, Hoshiarpur, Sh. Jarnail Singh stated that Sh. Garg has been supplied copies of the certificate of Refresher courses available on the record of the college. In addition to this, college record does not contain any other record concerning the Refresher course certificates. The PIO has also sent a set of photocopies for the record of the Commission. Shri Garg states that he is not satisfied and has filed another letter dated 26.12.08 in which he has pointed out certain deficiencies. 
2.

It is observed that subject of the RTI application is information, which could form the basis of the case against the authorities for withholding his senior scale from due date, and in which he alleges that with malafide intention some one had forged the certificate of a Refresher course attended by him whereas he had never presented the said certificate. (The controversy is about a certificate of a Refresher course attended from 23.6.2002 to 13.7.2002 which has 
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been allegedly forged to read 23.06.2000 to 13.07.2000 in order to make the Complainant eligible for senior scale from an earlier date). He stated that he never attended any Refresher course during those days, rather he attended a Refresher course from 23.6.2002 to 13.7.2002 and that is the certificate which he had presented at the relevant time. He states that the alleged certificate of 23.06.2000 to 13.07.2000 has been attested on 25.9.2002.  The case, which has been forwarded on 11.12.01 from the Principal could not have been forwarded with a certificate attested on 25.9.2002. 
3.

However, I have seen the application made by Sh. R.K.Garg to the Principal for senior scale in which he writes,  a photocopy of which is available at page 43 of the file of DPI(Colleges). Copy is taken on record which reads as under:-


“To



The Principal, DAV College, Hoshiarpur.

Sir,

Sub:
For senior scale.


Reference to my application dated 11.5.2002. I am entitled for senior scale w.e.f. 27.7.98. Please find enclosed herewith photo copies of Matric, B.Sc, M.Sc., M.Phil refresher Course 20 Feb., to March 12, 1995 and 23.6.2000 to 13.7.2000 and copy of appointment and approval also enclosed herewith.







Please do needful.







Thanking you.

Yours faithfully,






R.K.Garg, Lect. in Physics.

Dt. 25.9.02.

Sh. Raj Kumar to do the needful.

               Sd/-Jarnail Ssingh 26.9.2002”
          (emphasis provided) 
4.

It is clear that the photocopy of the certificate of Refresher course attended from  23.6.2000 to 13.7.2000 was  annexure of the same as mentioned in the covering letter itself by Sh. R.K.Garg, Complainant in his own hand writing.  Further, the certification (of 23.06.2000 to 13.07.2000) is also found to be  attested on the same date as the date of his application i.e. 25.9.2002.  Further 
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correspondence between the Principal and the Complainant is available on the DAV College file which makes it clear that Sh. R.K.Garg had approached the Commission to try and obfuscate issues.   

5.

The primary source of information is  the DAV College and full information has already been  received by him from that source. All available information  with the DPI has also been provided. The certificate has also been given by the Principal stating that no further information is available with them. With this the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(ptk)

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

Smt. Anguri Devi,

# 20639, Street No. 26/2,

Ajit Road,

Bathinda.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Education Secretary,

Punjab, 

Chandigarh.




 

 --------Respondent





       CC No- 1156-2008

Present:
Sh. Madan Lal for the Complainant Smt. Agruri Devi.



Shri Amrik Singh Puri, Superintendent-II, Education 4 Branch 


for Secretary Education.


Sh. Ram Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent O/o DPI(S), Pb.


Sh. Brij Mohan, Superintendent-II, O/o DPI(S), PB.


Sh. Harbans Lal, Junior Assistant O/o DEO(S), Bathinda.

Order: 


Sh. Ram Singh, APIO, representative of the PIO/DPI(S) has presented a letter dated 13.01.2009 and had stated that the record pertaining to the Complainant Smt. Anguri Devi was called for with a view to fix responsibility on the errant employee for which the Commission will also be informed, he has requested the time of one month.  Adjournment is hereby granted. 


Adjourned to 04.03.2009.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(ptk)

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

Sh. Surinder Singh Maan,

Chamber No. 91,

District Court,

Fatehgarh Sahib,





--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Principal Desh Bhagat,

Ayurvedic College (MGG), 

Sounti , Teh- Amloh,

District Fatehgarh Sahib.


 

 --------Respondent.





       CC No- 1158-2008  

Present:
 None for the Complainant.


Dr. Bhatnagar, Principal, Desh Bhagat, Ayurvedic College, 


Fatehgarh Sahib.

Order:


Dr. Bhatnagar has asked for an adjournment which is granted.  Adjourned to 04.03.2009. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(ptk)

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

Sh. Jagat Singh,

# B-3/MCH/235,

Near Bahadurpur Chowk,

Post Office, Opp. Snatan,

Dharam Sanskrit College, 

Hoshiarpur. 







--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Hoshiarpur.  





           ---------Respondent.





CC No- 1277-2008  
Present:
 None for the Complainant.


Sh. Satwinder Jit Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Mukerian.



Sh. Jagdish Ram, Reader to Naib Tehsildar, Mukerian.



Sh. Gursevak Chand, Naib Tehsildar, Dasuya.



Sh. Hem Raj, Sale Clerk O/o Tehsil, Dasuya.



Order:


The PIO/office of Deputy Commissioner is not present, despite the fact that a direction had been given to him in para 5 of the order dated 12.11.2008 which was very clear in its nature.  In spite of that, I find that different officials Sh. Satwinder Jit Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Mukerian,  Sh. Jagdish Ram, Reader to Naib Tehsildar, Mukerian, Sh. Gursevak Chand, Naib Tehsildar, Dasuya, Sh. Hem Raj, Sale Clerk O/o Tehsil, Dasuya from two Tehsils are present before me representing their individual cases.  The Commission had, in para 4 of its order dated 12.11.2008, made observations that different PIOs were required to interact directly with the applicant, in view of the voluminous information asked for by him.  Instead of complying with the order, officials of different Tehsils have come directly and are expecting the State Information Commissioner to coordinate instead of Deputy Commissioner.  The Deputy Commissioner should comply with the order dated 12.11.2008.  It is for 
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the Deputy Commissioner to coordinate all his subordinate and not for the Commission to do so. 


Adjourned to 04.03.2009.     








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

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

Sh. Gurmej Singh,

Village Bhoure

PO Netaji Nagar,

Ludhiana.
  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Principal Secretary,

Financial Commissioner,

Development, Pb. Chd. 
 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1313-2008 : 
Present:
Sh. Gurmej Singh, complainant inn person.



Sh. J.K.Dikshit., PIO-cum-Gen, Manager, Pb. State Seeds 

Corpn.
ORDER:


This case has been considered on two occasions and very detailed orders passed for compliance on 23.9.08 and 19.11.08. In compliance thereof, the information was culled out with the help of Sh. Gurmej Singh and provided to him on 27.11.2008 along with due amounts in respect of compensation for retrenchment, gratuity, leave encashment, salary from 1.1.03 to 30.11.03 as well as arrears of salary. The PIO has succeeded in giving full information. He has written that  the information regarding bonus and suspension allowance of Rs. 5616/- could not be supplied to him as the same could not be traced out in the office. 

2.
On his part Sh. Gurmej Singh has given another letter dated 3.12.08 to the MD pointing out certain other dues which have not yet been paid to him.  In this respect Sh. J.K. Dikshit straight away told him that in so far as payment of Earned Leave for 620 days, as per his claim, he had already been paid for the maximum of 300 days Earned Leave which was admissible and the remaining 320 days was not  permissible under rules. For certain other dues like arrears of pay, bonus etc. Shri Dikshit prayed for some more time. With the consent of Sh. Gurmej Singh, 12th and 13th February, 2009 has been fixed  in the O/O Sh. 
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Dikshit at HQ Chandigarh where he will depute two persons along with Sh. Gurmej Singh to look for the record, if it could be found. It would also be in the fitness of things if Shri Dikshit could indicate by what time the payment will be made. Till now the demand have not been placed with the A.D. or the FD. I do not agree that a fresh demand is to be made for his arrears. Surely the payment can be made out of the revised estimates of the department if it so wishes.

Adjourned to 4.3.2009.









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. N.S.Brar, Chief Engineer,

PWD B& R, Punjab,

Patiala.










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Addl. Secretary to Govt.,Punjab.

Deptt. of Vigilance, Punjab Mini Sectt.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.





.....Respondent.

CC No-1333-of 2008
Present:
Sh. Bhavuk Aggarwal, Advocate, for the complainant.



Smt. Kiran Prabha Sood, APIO-cum-Supdt. vigilance Branch.
 

Order:


Smt. Kiran Prabha Sood, APIO-cum-Superintendent  states on behalf of PIO that complete and copious information has been provided to Sh. Bhavuk Aggarwal as per record available  with the department. In addition to this no other record is available  to the best of her knowledge. She has also produced a set of full information supplied to Sh. Bhavuk Aggarwal being complete file consisting of noting portion (1-142 pages) and full correspondence file (1-126 pages) and (pages 217-382 LF-II). With this full information has been supplied.  Sh. Bhavuk Aggarwal confirms having received this information. 
2.
However, he states that crucial information needed by him is the Report, of the Inquiry carried out by the Chief Engineer Sh. B.R,.Saini, according to which the complainant had been absolved of all the charges. That inquiry report was also quoted by him at the time of seeking anticipatory bail which was granted by Special Judge Faridkot. The same has also been stated in writing. Smt. Kiran Prabha Sood has asserted that no such inquiry report was ever given to the Vigilance department. She stated that the said inquiry had been stayed in CWP  2691/89 filed by the complainant himself and thereafter  the stay was never vacated despite his application for the same.  Therefore, to the best of her knowledge and official record, the said inquiry was never reinstated or completed.
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3.
However, Sh. Bhavuk Aggarwal states that he would like to tender some affidavit of the existence of such record for which he needs an adjournment, which is granted. In case he tenders any such affidavit to the PIO, he should send copy to the Commission and the PIO should make all out efforts to locate it, if the evidence presented is feasible, otherwise on the next date, case will be closed.

 
Thus, the case is adjourned to 4.3.2009.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(ptk)

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

Sh. Subhash Namdev,

S/o Sh. Des Raj

R/o J-558/64,

BRS Nagar, Ludhiana




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 



&

PIO/O SDM(East), Ludhiana


&

PIO/O SDM(West), Ludhiana



  ---------Respondent.




       CC No- 1670-2008  

Present:
Shri Manjinder Singh, on behalf of the complainant.



None for the PIO.
 

Order:

Shri Manjinder Singh, appeared as proxy for Sh. Subhash Namdev, Complainant and requested for an adjournment which is granted in the interest of justice. The SDM (East) should ensure that information is given well before the next date of hearing.

2.
Sh. Subhash Namdev is hereby directed to apply separately to the PIO/SDM(East), Ludhiana and the PIO/SDM(West), Ludhiana who are PIO’s in their own right and not to apply to the PIO/DC, Ludhiana for information in future in such cases, since he is well aware that the DC is not the PIO for SDM(East) and SDM(West), Ludhiana.  Similarly, he should file separate complaints to the Commission in future.  


Adjourned to 4.3.2009.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(ptk)

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

Sh. B.K.Verma,

# 2, Preet Nagar,

Amloh Road, Khanna.(Ludhiana)


--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O,Executive Officer,

M.C.Khanna, Distt. Ludhiana.



____   Respondent.





CC No-1825-2008

Present:
 Sh. B.K.Verma, Complainant in person.


Sh. Mohan Lal, APIO-cum-Head Draftsman on behalf of the 


PIO.

Order:


This case was considered and a detailed order was passed in the hearing on 07.10.2008 and the case was adjourned to 03.12.2008 for compliance.  This date was further postponed for hearing to 14.01.2009 due to administrative reasons.  
2.

In the meantime, PIO/EO, M.C., Khanna vide its reply dated 27.11.2008 with copy to the State Information Commission gave the required information to Sh. B.K.Verma along with annexures containing the sanction letter, building plan and copies of notices issued to the opposite party.  Sh. Verma confirms having received this information.  Surprisingly, in para no. 3, the PIO reiterates that on 19.06.2008, the Nagar Council got the window closed and had informed the Complainant vide letter no. 210 date 20.06.2008.  
3.

It is observed that this fact of the plastic sheet fixed on the unauthorized window is noted on the face of the letter dated 20.06.2008 by the Complainant which has been produced for the record of the Commission by the PIO.  Therefore, it is clear that the information now been provided to the Complainant is not based on facts and the window is very much there and has not been closed as asserted.  The representative of the PIO who is present in the Commission states that he is one who got the plastic sheet affixed,  
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and he states that he is the one who gave the report to the EO.  The EO has issued a misleading letter not based on fact for the information of the Commission.  For this, it is necessary that the EO should explain why the misleading reply has been filed in the Commission.  He may note that his reply should be given in writing under Section 20(1) of the Act and based on the actual position.  The representative of the PIO has brought the concerned file with him and Sh. B.K.Verma has been permitted to inspect the file and take copies of whatever information he wants.  


Adjourned to 04.03.2009.      








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Kuldeep Singh,

# 12/305,

Mohalla Guru Ka Khoo,

Taran Taran.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Principal Secretary Education

Sector 9,

Chandigarh.

 




  ---------Respondent.

CC No- 1228 & 1230 of 2008: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Shri Gurdarshan Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O PIO/DPI 



(Elementary).



Shri Ravinder Dogra, Sr. Asstt. for the PIO, O/O 




DPI(Elementary).

Order:



Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Complainant has not filed a separate complaint for each of the two different applications, as directed.  However, the APIO-cum-Superintendent states that actually both the applications are the same but worded differently.  The APIO has filed one reply dated 06.01.2009 today addressed to Sh. Kuldeep Singh with copy to the Commission.  This information was also supplied to the Complainant earlier vide registered post dated 13.01.2009 (copy rendered for the record of the Commission). Sh. Kuldeep Singh had due and adequate notice of today’s hearing and he has not appeared.  It is presumed that he is satisfied with the information supplied and has nothing to say.   



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.  Copy of this should be placed on both the files.  
 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Piara Singh,

H.No. 95, Green Enclave,

Village Daun,

Tehsil Mohali

District Mohali. 





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Director State Transport,

Punjab., Chd.


 


  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1265-2008  

Present:
Sh.Piara Singh, GM (Retd.) Complainant in person.


Sh. Satish Kumar, Asstt. O/O DST, Punjab, for the PIO.

Sh. Balwinider Singh, APIO-cum-Law Officer for PIO DST.
ORDER: 



The APIO has presented a letter dated 14.01.2009 vide which he has requested inspection and photocopies of the two files of the office of DST, Punjab already retained by the Commission to enable them to prepare the reply.  The APIO has inspected these files and have got copy of noting portion (pages 52-65) and copy of correspondence portion (pages 212-215).  The APIO has requested for some more time for preparation of reply, which is granted. 


Adjourned to 04.03.2009.








Sd- 

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


14.01.2009

(Ptk)

