STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

S/o Sh. Nand Singh,

Village Kanech,

Tehsil & District Ludhiana. 



…..Complainant







Vs.

 PIO, O/O Distt. Revenue Officer, 

Mini Secretariat,

Ludhiana.






.....Respondent
CC No-536- of 2007:

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Sh. Inderpreet Singh Kahlon, APIO-cum-DRO, Ludhiana.



Sh. Hari Lal, Naib Tehsildr, Dehlon on behalf of PIO/SDM(E), 



Ludhiana.




Sh. Sukhwinder Singh, Clerk, Dehlon (with record).

Order:


The APIO states that he has filed an explanation dated 13.10.2008. It has been seen. It is the explanation of the PIO-cum-DC, Ludhiana.  Sh. Kahlon, APIO states that it is his explanation and he has signed for Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.  He has been advised to amend the letter accordingly.  2.

In the said letter, it is stated that the explanation of Tehsildar (East), Ludhiana has been called for within 15 days and has supplied a photo copy but also states that no reply or communication has been received from the Tehsildar within the stipulated period or thereafter till today.  
3.

Sh. Hari Lal, Naib Tehsildar, Dehlon states that vide letter dated 14.11.2008, Kanwer Narinder Singh has submitted his reply to the Commission in his affidavit However, it has not been received in this office so far.  He presented the original office copies of the said affidavit.  He has been asked to give photo copies of the same for the record of the Commission, and to keep original office copies in his own file, as the record is necessary to be retained by them.  He is advised to submit the original affidavit as the photo copies are not enough for proceeding further.  It is also seen that in the earlier written reply given by Kanwer Narinder Singh on 16.9.2008, it was mentioned that copy of the 
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receipt given by the Complainant is annexure R-1.  However, there was no annexure found attached.  A photo copy of the receipt from the Complainant has also been taken on record today.  

4.

It is observed that the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana appears to have taken the whole matter quite lightly and it is not known whether he has even been made aware of the developments in this case.  It is further observed that the APIOs are merely representatives of the PIO before the Commission and the final responsibility for implementation of Right to Information Act, 2005, in the district through officials serving under him and representing him remains that of the Deputy Commissioner who is the PIO of the District.  Incidentally, this application was made to the PIO of the District and he remains the PIO since the application not transferred under Section 6(3) to any other PIO.  No doubt, the DRO has sought the help of the Tehsildar in terms of Section 5(4) of the Act and further responsibility does devolve upon that officer for the information provided by him, but the goings on from time to time which can be seen on the perusal of the orders of the Commission, still needed to be brought to the notice of the Principal PIO of the District, who also happens to be the head of Revenue Administration in his Executive capacity.  It is, therefore, now necessary that the PIO/Deputy Commissioner files a report on the disappearance of the papers from 2006 onwards when the applicant applied for them, later “being found” (date and source not disclosed) and being supplied to the son of late applicant on 10.09.2008.  Particularly, when an FIR regarding the missing record was ordered to be lodged and the Tehsildar deliberately lodged the said FIR in respect of a completely different village after quoting false Khatauni and Khewat numbers.  Now the errant Tehsildar has reportedly filed an affidavit (not received or found on record) in which he has stated that FIR has now been lodged in respect of the correct village and correct Khatauni and Khewat numbers.  In the same letter to the SSP, he has mentioned that the said record has been found.  Thus, in the very same letter to the SSP the need for/rationale for the FIR has been 
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destroyed.  All this makes very strange reading.  It is necessary, therefore, that the PIO may now give his own comments on the whole matter before the Commission proceeds further.    

5.
Kanwar Narinder Singh, Tehsildar-cum-APIO whose help had been sought and who had been given the responsibilities of PIO as per Section 5(4) had been given an opportunity to show cause why action should not be taken against him under the penal provisions of Section 20(1) as far back as on 08.01.2008.  It had been noted in the order dated 23.04.2008 that he had not cared to file reply to the show cause notice under Section 20(1). Thereafter, he was given another opportunity to file his written reply.  It has been observed that if he did not file a reply, it would be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed further ex-parte against him.  Thereafter, in orders dated 28.05.2008, once again it was noted that the PIO had not filed any reply in respect of the delay to the show cause notice dated 08.01.2008 and he was given yet another opportunity to file his reply and the case adjourned to 23.07.2008 for the same.  It is thereafter that the entire story regarding lodging of deliberately false FIR etc. has taken place.  In order dated 23.07.2008, it had been noted :- 

“Today, Sh. Harbans Singh, Naib tehsil Dehlon, on behalf of the PIO/DRO Ludhiana has appeared and stated that  the Tehsildar Ludhiana West has addressed a letter to the SSP Ludhiana (City) to register a FIR in this case for loss of the official record. He presented a letter dated 21.7.08 on  the subject is stated to be  (as translated):


“CC No. 536 of 2007 application from Sh. Kikkar Singh 
S/O Sh. Nand Singh, village  Kanech, Teh. & Distt. 
Ludhiana.”

2.
The contents of the said letter have been seen and it is seen that the FIR is required to be registered according to this communication “for the loss of  Khatauni Istemal” of village Kanech in respect of Khewat No. 450, Khatauni No. 1339, in accordance with the order of State Information Commissioner dated 23.4.08” which has been attached with the said letter. Neither the name of 
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the village, nor number of Khewat nor number of Khatauni in respect of which the FIR is  required to be registered are correct.  The correct details are village Sahnewal, Teh. & Distt. Ludhiana, Khewat No. 541, Khatauni No. 1754 and 1803. Even if one is able to understand that the name of the village was wrongly quoted inadvertently as kanech because the Complainant lives in village Kanech, but it is completely ununderstandable from where the wrong Khewat number and Khatauni number have been derived.  The PIO/DRO and  the Tehsildar do not seem to realize the serious consequences which can be visited upon both of them for misleading the Commission in the manner done. The wrong details sent to the SSP do not appear to be an oversight, but a deliberate act.  

3.
The Tehsildar by name (Kanwar Narinder Singh) is hereby given an opportunity to explain himself in writing within two weeks in respect of blatantly misleading the Commission.   The PIO-cum-DRO, Ludhiana is already under notice u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act and he has not filed any written reply nor has he availed of the opportunity of personal hearing on three occasions which were available to him. The Commission will be constrained to take harsh measures for imposing of penalty as well as for recommending disciplinary action against him on the next date.



Adjourned to 6.8.2008. “
6.

Now the explanation of Sh. Kahlon, as submitted on 16.09.2008 and 13.10.2008, is under consideration.  It shall be considered along with explanation/affidavit of the concerned Tehsildar as I do not wish that both of them should lay the blame at the other’s door except in each other’s presence.

7.

In addition, I would like to have a report from the Principal PIO the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana in the matter at least 10 days before the next date of hearing before I consider making a recommendation to the State Government under Section 20(2) for disciplinary action against the erring officials.   
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Adjourned to 19.01.2009 (in Chamber) at 10.00 AM for consideration of the replies of the APIO/DRO and the Tehsildar as well as the report of the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.  


  




Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(LS)

Copy to the PIO/Deputy Commissioners, Ludhiana (by name) for information and time bound report

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

Dr. K.N.Makkar (Retd.),

CMO Service No. 48,

St. No. 2, Bagh Colony,

Jalalabad (West),

District Ferozepur





--------Appellant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Secretary, 

Health and Family Welfare,

Punjab, Chd. 





  ---------Respondent.





       AC No- 257-2008  

Present:
None for the Appellant


Sh. Kamlesh Kumar Kaushal, Senior Assistant for PIO/Health 


& Family Welfare, Pb.



Order:


Sh. Kamlesh Kumar Kaushal states that item no. 1 of the RTI application dated 05.01.2008 of Dr. K.N.Makkar is also pending (identical) before the bench of Mrs. Ravi Singh.  The appeal of the said Dr. K.N.Makkar has since been decided and information provided to him.
2.

Regarding part 2, he states this concerns commutation, his commutation application was again sent to the AG, Pb.  AG, Pb. has been informed that the commutation of the applicants’ pension had been worked out correctly and that there was no need to revise it.

3.

The PIO is hereby directed to place on record of the Commission the set of the documents supplied along with the receipt from the applicant/proof of registry before this matter can be closed. 


Adjourned to 07.01.2009.  
 






Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(LS)

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

Smt. Urmil Devi

#554, Dalima Vihar

Rajpura, Distt.- Patiala




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O/o Secretary School Education, Punjab

Pb. Mini Sectt., Sector 9, Chandigarh









____   Respondent.






CC No-713-2008. 
Present:
Smt. Urmil Devi, Complainant in person.



Sh. Jagjit Singh, Deputy Director, School Administration, Pn.
Order:


As ordered on the previous date of hearing on 17.09.2008, the PIO Sh. Jagjit Singh has produced the concerned file which has been duly inspected by Smt. Urmil Devi and she has taken copies of documents which she required and she is satisfied.      



With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(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, O/O Zila Parishad, Fatehgarh Sahib. 

ORDER:


Shri Dilpreet Singh, Clerk, O/O Zil Parishad Fatehgarh Sahib presented an unopened envelop vide which papers have been sent to Sh. Balvir Singh, having been received back with the comments that “In village Mehna no such person resides. Returned to sender.” It is observed that the address is village Minian and not village Mehna. The PIO is hereby directed to send it once again.  
2. 
I have checked the office copy of the information provided which is most deficient, since the list of Veterinary Pharmacists employed in district Fatehgarh Sahib by the Veterinary Service Provider has not been given and neither the place of posting is given, it is necessary that this information may also be supplied. 
Adjourned to 14.1.2009.







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(Ptk)

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 (P).


Shri Ravinder Dogra, Sr. Asstt. for the PIO, O/O DPI(P).
Order:

The complainant Sh. Kuldip Singh had given a common letter  applicable to both the complaints CC-1228/08 and CC-1230/08. It is not possible to completely understand  the nature of the complaint. He had been advised to send a separate complaint for each of the two applications stating clearly the complaint regarding  each of the applications separately and the case had been adjourned to 19.11.2008.
2.
Shri Kuldip Singh has not send the two separate complaints. However, the representative of the PIO has been told to place on record of the Commission the reply given for each of the two applications separately along with separate receipt from Sh. Kuldip Singh for the same. A copy of the information supplied may also be sent to the Commission. In case Sh. Kuldip Singh has  any complaint that there is any deficiency, he may write to the PIO separately for each application pointing out the exact deficiency with copy to the Commission strictly in accordance with his original application under RTI Act and in that case the PIO is hereby directed to make up the deficiency again strictly in accordance with the original application.  Copy of all such papers, if supplied, may also be 
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placed on the record of the commission along with proof of registry sent at least 15 days before the next date of hearing. However, with will be last opportunity for both the parties.

Adjourned to 14.1.2009.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Partap Singh,

S/o Sh. Narayan Singh.

R/o Village Burj Kahan Singh Wala,

Bhucho Mandi,

District Bathinda.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 
PIO O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Bathinda. 
  





           ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 730-2008  

Present:
Sh. Partap Singh, Complainant in person.



Smt. Savita, Tehsildar, Bathinda. 
Sh. Jatinder Singh, APIO-cum-DRO, Ludhiana. 

Order:



The APIO-cum-DRO has presented a letter dated nil giving the detailed reply in respect of CC-730 of 2008, CC-1242 of 2008 and CC-1243 of 2008, three copies.  A copy of the same has been supplied to Sh. Partap Singh also.  Copies may be placed on each of three concerned files. This case was not listed for today specifically but had been referred to in the case regarding the same complaint no. CC-1242 of 2008 in the order dated 23.09.2008 in para 3 thereof.  The following orders had been passed :-  
“Incidentally, CC-730 of 2008 concerning the same Sh. Partap Singh was disposed of on 27.08.2008 with strong strictures and directions including for the fixing of responsibility and/or registration of an FIR, if necessary, for the missing Khatauni Istemal and Khatauni Paimaish of Village Burj Kahan Singh Wala  from which the same Complainant Sh. Partap Singh needed copies of the record.  The Commission would also like that follow up action in that case may also be reported.       



Adjourned to 19.11.2008.”    

2.

In response thereof the APIO-cum-DRO office of DC, Bathinda as well as the APIO/Tehsildar, PIO/SDM, Bathinda have stated that the said record has since been located with great efforts from a different ‘basta’ pertaining to the village Nihanwala and the full information regarding Khatauni Istemal of village Burj Kahan Singh Wala located and the required copies have been supplied to 
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Sh. Partap Singh to his satisfaction.  Sh. Partap Singh who is present in the court today has confirmed the same.  The efforts of the Tehsildar, Smt. Savita and the DRO, Sh. Jatinder Singh are appreciated.  Copies of this order may also be placed on CC-1242 of 2008.  







Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Partap Singh,

S/o Sh. Narayan Singh.

R/o Village Burj Kahan Singh Wala,

Bhucho Mandi,

District Bathinda.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Bathinda. 
  





           ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1242-2008  

Present:
Sh. Partap Singh, Complainant in person.



Smt. Savita, Tehsildar, Bathinda. 

Sh. Jatinder Singh, APIO-cum-DRO, Ludhiana. 

Order:



The APIO-cum-DRO has presented a letter dated nil giving the detailed reply in respect of CC-730 of 2008, CC-1242 of 2008 and CC-1243 of 2008, three copies.  A copy of the same has been supplied to Sh. Partap Singh also.  Copies may be placed on each of three concerned files. 

2.

In respect of CC-1242 of 2008, he states that a copy of the new Nishan Dehi has been supplied to Sh. Partap Singh (confirmed by Complainant).  In respect of old Nishan Dehi, he has listed the efforts made to locate it which has not become available.  A photo copy of the same has been supplied to him by Sh. Partap singh and the APIO states that another effort will be made to get the original including from the office of PGO.  He requests for an adjournment which is hereby granted. 


Adjourned to 28.01.2009.  









Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Partap Singh,

S/o Sh. Narayan Singh.

R/o Village Burj Kahan Singh Wala,

Bhucho Mandi,

District Bathinda.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Tehsildar,

Bathinda. 
  





           ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1243-2008  

Present:
Sh. Partap Singh, Complainant in person.



Smt. Savita, Tehsildar, Bathinda. 

Sh. Jatinder Singh, APIO-cum-DRO, Ludhiana. 

Order:



The APIO-cum-DRO has presented a letter dated nil giving the detailed reply in respect of CC-730 of 2008, CC-1242 of 2008 and CC-1243 of 2008, three copies.  A copy of the same has been supplied to Sh. Partap Singh also.  Copies may be placed on each of three concerned files. 

2.

The APIO-cum-Tehsildar states that all due efforts have been made and the total records of one record room have been checked but the same is not found.  She states that she is looking for index register so that the documents can be easily found/located.  She has constituted a committee of eight members consisting of Patwari, Kanungo and Sewadars who are scouring the entire record for the concerned documents while carrying out the duty of dusting, cleaning etc. of the record.  She prays for an adjournment which is granted.  

3.

Sh. Partap Singh suggests that Sh. Amar Nath, retired Kanungo, Chak Bandi should also be associated if possible since he may be in a position to give some hints of its where abouts.  



Adjourned to 28.01.2009.  

 






Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. R.K.Handa, Advocate,

# 3354, Sector 21-D,

Chandigarh.
 





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Transport,

Mini Sectt., Sector 9,

Chandigarh. 
  




  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1248-2008  

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Sh. Surmukh Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent office of Secy. 


Transport. Pb.


Arun Bala , Sr. Assistant, for the PIO/Secy. Transpoprt.

Order:

The representative of the PIO states that a set of papers provided to the applicant have been placed on the record of the Commission, along with the receipt of the applicant, (which may be placed on record today). In the meantime, Sh. R.K.Handa, Advocate, addressed another letter dated nil  which has been received by registered post, in which he has stated as under:-

“My inquiries for information-sought from the PIO O/O Principal Secretary Transport Punjab were:

1. what action has been taken by the competent authority to revert Sh. Labh Singh promoted wrongly on 22.12.2006 when his senior was not promoted (though eligible) has not been responded to.
2. Why it has taken more than two years by Govt. to revert wrongly promoted Labh Singh (for a week before his retirement) and reason there of.

3. The Principal Secretary Transport has admitted in the proceeding of DPC dated 19.12.2006 that Manmohan Luthra is senior to Sh. Labh Singh and still though approved for promotion as DTO and Dy. STC Sh. Manmohan Lothra is still working as ADTO neither his promotion order as DTO have been issued nor as Dy. STC although approved by the DPC as per the proceeding received.”
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2.
The above is on the lines of his RTI application. It is seen that the above Questions 1 & 2  are more by way of “Jawab Talbi” i.e. asking for explanation for perceived faults of omission and commission by the Government. Question No. 3 is asking for action to be taken  to right the perceived wrong. The above 3 points do not fall with in the scope of the RTI Act and the information required is not covered by the definition of ‘Information’,  ‘Record’ and ‘Right to Information’ as provided in Section 2(f)(i)(j) respectively.
3.
It had also been noted that in case the complainant does not appear in the todays’ hearing and make submissions, if any, it will be presumed that he had nothing to say and the case will be disposed of. Since he has not come today, the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Narinder Singh,

HDFC Building,

Water Works Road,

Opp. SBOP, 

Mansa






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mansa.


 


  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1269-2008  

Present:
None for Complainant.



Smt. Baljinder Kaur Brar, APIO-cum-Naib Tehsildar, Mansa.


Sh. Inderjit Singh, Registry Clerk O/o Tehsildar, Mansa. 
Order:


The APIO stated that the reply had been given to the State Information Commission with copy to Sh. Narinder Singh vide letter no. 508 dated 04.11.2008 in which full annexures had supplied to him.  The reply does not appear to be to the point as has been explained by the Naib Tehsildar neither has RTI application dated 28.08.2007 been attended to at all.  Further opportunity is given to the PIO/DC, Mansa. 


Adjourned to 28.01.2009. 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(LS)

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

Sh. Malkit Singh,

Village Dalla,

PO Bahirampur, 

Tehsil Chamkaur Sahib,

District Ropnagar.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ropar.  



&

PIO O/o Additional Deputy Commissioner (D),

Roopnagar.






           ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1271-2008 

Present:
Sh. Malkit Singh, Complainant in person.


Smt. Inderjit Kang, APIO-cum-DRO on behalf of the Respondent.
Order:

The necessary papers and reply have been given to Sh. Malkit Singh through the Commission by the DRO Ropar today. A copy of the said documents has been placed on the record of the commission. With this the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Kuldip Rai Verma,

# 245, Mota Singh Nagar,

Jalandhar.  







--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Sub Registrar,

Jalandhar. 






           ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1280-2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.


Order:

The PIO is directed to comply with para 3 of the orders dated 23.9.08 and to send compliance report in accordance with it so that the matter can be closed.


Adjourned to 19.1.2009.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Amarjit Singh Lauhka,

# 2017/1, Sector 45-C,

Chandigarh
  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Principal Secretary,

Transport,

Pb. Chd. 
 




  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1305-2008  

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Sh. Brajinder Kumar, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.
Order:

The representative of the PIO has presented a letter dated 17.11.08 addressed to the Commission in which it has been stated that inquiry file part I, pages 1-30 and inquiry file part II, pages 1-172 have been supplied ‘Dasti’  to the complainant and has also enclosed a photocopy of the original receipt from him.  Shri Amarjit Singh Laukha, GM, Punjab roadways (Retd.) had due and adequate notice of this hearing, but he has not come.  In view of his receipt of the documents and non appearance on today, it is clear that he is satisfied with the information supplied. Thus, the case is hereby disposed of.







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(Ptk)

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 in person.



Sh. J.K.Dixit, PIO-cum-General Manager in person.

Order :



The PIO has requested that due to the marriage of his daughter in a few days an adjournment may be granted.  In consultation with the complainant, the date of 1st December, 2008 has been found to be suitable.  Sh. Gurmej Singh should present himself on 1st December, 2008 at 11.00 A.M. in the office of the Punjab State Seeds Corporation, Chandigarh in the room of the PIO. The PIO is directed to locate all concerned papers and to have all the persons concerned who are to look for the remaining record to be present and to get any guidance and help required from Sh. Gurmej Singh, who may also help, if necessary.  In case, for any reasons 1st December, 2008 does not suit any of the parties, the 2nd December, 2008 followed by 3rd December, 2008 can also be utilize for the purpose till the necessary records are found and replies prepared.  Compliance report along with set of papers provided to Sh. Gurmej Singh may be presented to the Commission for its record.  The papers are to be provided to him with a covering letter giving reference to his RTI application duly indexed, page marked and attested.  The General Manager has assured that he will put in his best efforts to defray the dues of Sh. Gurmej Singh within this calendar year.



Adjourned to 14.01.2009.          







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(LS)

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

Sh. Kuldip Singh,

# B-4, Govt. Polytechnic Colony,

Polytechnic College,

Post Office Rayon & Silk Mill,

Amritsar.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Principal Secretary,

Finance Deptt., Punjab. Chd. 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 2010-2008:

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Smt. Kamlesh Arora, APIO-cum-Supdt, FP I Br.Finance Deptt.



Sh. Pawan Kumar Dhawan, Sr. Asstt. Deptt. of Finance.


Order:


The PIO has presented letter dated 18.11.2008 stating:-

“As per directions of this Hon’ble State Information Commission, the matter has been reconsidered in the Finance Department, it is submitted that the information/inspection sought by the applicant is having far reaching effect on the other cases also because economic interest of the State is involved, so information/inspection as directed by applicant can not be allowed u/s 8(1)(a) of the Right to Information Act, 2005”. 



However, it is seen from the noting leading to the issue of this letter which has been seen by me that the directions of the Commission that the case be examined in accordance with 8(1)(a) proviso thereto, as well as 8(2) be kept in mind while reconsidering the matter does not appear to have been followed.   The APIO states that they have still not received the written order of the Commission.  It is correct that the order has been dispatched only on 17.11.2008 and may not been received.  However, the order was dictated in the presence of APIO as well as the Senior Assistant and they had even noted down the Sections concerned.  They were not required to await the written order and then to act.  Anyway, they may now do so.  
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2.

In the meantime, the PIO is hereby directed to supply an attested copy of advice issued to the Administrative Department with a copy to the Commission.  This copy should be sent under due receipt well before 27.11.2008 to the Complainant.  The remaining directions be carried out before the next date of hearing.  

3.

Adjourned to 16.12.2008.  That day, they should also bring the concerned file so that the Commission in a position to consider the matter in the light of the Provisions of Right to Information Act, 2005.   







Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


19.11.2008

(LS)

