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

Sh. Mehnga Ram,

S/o Sh. Mansa Ram,

V- Dhol Baha,

PS Hariana,

District Hoshiarpur.  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o District Revenue Officer,

Hoshiarpur.



 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1362-2008  

Present:
Sh.  Mehnga Ram, complainant in person.



None for the PIO.

Order:

The PIO has asked for further time vide his letter dated 21.10.2008.  Hence, the case is adjourned to 10.12.2008.








Sd- 
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Sansar Singh Jaggi,

C/o Sh. Avtar Singh, 

# 121, Sweak Colony,

Patiala.  





--------Complainant 







Vs

PIO O/o Additional Secretary, 

Govt. of Punjab,

Home Department, Civil Sectt., 
Chandigarh., Pb.
 



  ---------Respondent




       CC No- 1357-2008  

Present:
Sh. Sansar Singh Jaggi, Complainant in person.


Sh. Surjit Singh Dhiman APIO-cum-Under Secretary 



Department of Home.

Order:


Sh. Sansar Singh Jaggi vide his complaint dated 11.06.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 27.04.2008 made to the address of the PIO/Additional Secretary, Govt. of Pb., Department of Home, Pb. with due payment of fee had not been attended to.  The application was with respect to the status of his representation dated 16.02.2008 requesting to the Department of Home to extend the area of license for his authorized non prohibited fire to “All India level”.  His representation dated 16.02.2008 was in connection with the rejection without reasons of his request.  Sh. Surjit Singh Dhiman, APIO-cum-Under Secretary department of Home stated that reply had also been supplied to Sh. Sansar Singh Jaggi vide letter no. 4/73(6) 07-2H2/3221 dated 30.05.2008 vide which he had been informed with reference to his letter dated 28.04.2008 that his representation stood rejected, since it was not covered by the present policy.  Regarding this District Magistrate, Gurdaspur had already informed him.  A copy of the present policy had also been supplied to him.  
2.

With this, the information under RTI Act, 2005, stands supplied.  However, Sh. Jaggi may like to approach the Principal Secretary Home with 
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request to extend the license in relaxation of the policy/instructions in view of his special circumstances.


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd-
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(LS)

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

Sh. Kharagti Lal Chhabra,

H.Bo. 52/11, Patwari Mohalla,

Gharaunda District Karnal,

Haryana.
  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Financial Commissioner Revenue

Pb,, Chandigarh.




 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1354-2008  

Present:
Sh. Surinder Pal brother of Sh. Kharagti Lal Chhabra with letter 

of authority.


Sh. Ashok Kumar, Superintendent-I for PIO/DLR.

Order:


Sh. Ashok Kumar has stated that full information as available with the DLR is being provided to Sh. Surinder Pal today through covering letter no. 1354/2008 dated 17.10.2008 with duly indexed and attested vide annexures     to                                                                                                     

      .  Papers have been handed over to Sh. Surinder Pal today against receipt, during the hearing.  Copy of the full information has also been placed on the record of the Commission.  It is noted that Sh. Kharagti Lal Chhabra had asked for information regarding allotment by Government of India claim settlement case no. JL-4/300/24/allotted on 08th July, 1949 in the Punjab State District Jalandhar.  This concerns claims on displaced persons for land/property left behind in Pakistan.  The Superintendent informs me that information had been given to him earlier and copy of that had also been added to the papers being placed on the record of the Commission.


With this, the case is hereby disposed of with appreciation for the PIO. 





Sd- 
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(LS)

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

Sh. Sushil Kumar Suksiana,

S/o Late Jhamman Lal, 

Village Katora Taal,

Kashipur, District Udham Singh Nagar 

(Uttrakhand).  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Director Health & Family Welfare,

Punjab,  Sector 34, Chandigarh.

    
       ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1348-2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.

Order:

In the interest of justice, one more opportunity is given to the PIO to provide information and to produce receipt from the complainant/proof of registry as well as a set of information supplied for the record of the Commission. In case Sh. Sushil Kumar, complainant has received the information to his satisfaction and has given the receipt, he need not appear on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10.12.2008.








Sd- 
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Arvinder Bir,

S/o Sh. B.S.Prince, 

V&PO Chowk Mehta,

(Mehta Road), Tehsil Baba Bakala,

District Amritsar.  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

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


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1344-2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.

Order:

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


Adjourned to 10.12.2008.

  







Sd- 
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Om Garg,

S/o Sh. Parkash Chand,

Gokul Nagari, 

Near SBOP,

More Mandi,

Bathinda.
  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

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


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1341-2008  

Present:
Sh. Om Garg, Complainant in person.


None for the DPI.
Order:


Complainant has received interim information. DPI may provide the information immediately.  In the interest of justice, one more chance is given to the PIO.  



Adjourned to 10.12.2008.  
  






Sd- 
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(LS)

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

Sh. Subhash Namdev,

Advocate,

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

Ludhiana.
  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana. 


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1332-2008 
Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.

Order:

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


Adjourned to 10.12.2008.









Sd- 
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Maninder Pal,

S/o Sh. Piara Lal, 

Village Kandhwala Amarkot,

Tehsil Abohar,

District Ferozepur.  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

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


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1327-2008  

Present:
Sh. Maninder Pal, Complainant in person.


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

Order:


Sh. Ram Sarup has presented reply dated 21.10.2008 to the Complaint giving point wise reply with copy endorsed to the Commission today. However, Sh. Maninder Pal states that information supplied is not correct and is incomplete and misleading.  Names, addresses (residence) as well as names of school where the candidates have been appointed, alongwith merit list has not been provided to the Complainant. The details of persons who have been terminated as per the revised merit list should also be provided in accordance with item no. 6.  (In fact, in case the revised list prepared as a result of the revision of the merit list dated 24.11.2006, mentioned by Dr. Jagtar Singh Khatra in speaking order no. 7/249-07 RC dated 03.07.2008 as well as details and the status in respect of the penultimate para of the order regarding number of persons, including Sh. Madan Lal, whose cases are to be terminated/have been terminated is provided,  the information to be given to him would be complete.



Adjourned to 10.12.2008 for supply of full documents.        


                                                            Sd/-
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(LS)

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

Smt. Amar Kaur,

D/o Sh. Chanan Singh, 

H.No. 390, Basant Vihar,

Hoshiarpur.  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

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


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1322-2008
Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.

Order:

It is observed that the complainant has stated that information has not been provided to her with reference to her RTI application dated 15.4.08 with due payment of fee, made to the address of PIO/DPI©. However, she has attached  four letters received by her from the DPI©. In case there is any deficiency in the information supplied,  it may be clearly pointed out to the PIO with copy to the Commission with specific reference to her original application dated 15.4.08. 

2.
The PIO is hereby directed to make up the deficiencies once again strictly in accordance with the original application dated 15.4.08, if any and to file the status report/receipt from the complainant/proof of registry along with a set of information provided for the record of the Commission.

Adjourned to 10.12.08.









Sd-
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(Ptk)

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

Ms. Yamini W/o Rajeev Kumar,

C/o Puran Kariyana Store,

Iswar Nagar, Dalhoji Road,

Pathankot, District Gurdaspur.




--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Secretary, 

Punjab Subordinate Service

-Selection Board, SCO 156-160,

Sector 8-C, Chd.



 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1678-2008  

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.

Order:

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


Adjourned to 10.12.2008.








Sd- 
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Gaurav Kumar,

S/o Sh. Joginder Kumar,

# 747/3, Milap Nagar,

Ambala City-134003.




--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Secretary, 

Punjab Subordinate Service

-Selection Board, SCO 156-160,

Sector 8-C, Chd.



 




         ---------Respondent.





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


None for the PIO.

Order:

Sh. Gaurav Kumar, S/O  Sh. Joginder Kumar Arora vide his complaint dated 18.7.08 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 19.4.08, with due payment of fee of Rs. 150/-, made to the address of PIO, O/O SSS Board, Punjab, has not been attended to properly and incomplete and misleading information has been given. Later, he made further and separate applications under RTI dated 28.5.08, 13.6.08 and 17.7.08 in which he had asked for further information which was not asked for in the original application dated 19.4.08. A complete set of papers was sent to the PIO and the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post.
2.
Today, Sh. Gaurav Kumar and his father Sh. Joginder Kumar Arora are present but none on behalf of the PIO. Since there are multiple applications under RTI against which he has made a single complaint. Sh. Gaurav Kumar was asked to chose one which can be dealt with in this file and he can make separate complaints regarding the others. He has asked that the application dated 19.4.08 made originally be considered. 
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3.

He has stated that his original application was for information on four points. Of these, information has been received on points listed at Sr. No. 2(a), (b), (c), (e) & (f), 3 & 4. However, in respect of point No. 2(d), he states that he has not received the information. I have seen the reply given by the PIO in point 2(d) in which it has been clearly mentioned that no  verification, selection, merit list preparation have been made by the SSS Board subsequent to 22nd and 23rd December, 2006. However, Sh.  Joginder Kumar Arora has pointed out that in fact one name of Smt. Arshdeep Kaur  has been added in the category Female General Art and Craft Teacher vide letter No.3/41/07-1 2/    1491, dated 9.8.07, issued by the Secretary, SSS Board to the Secretary, Education Department, Punjab with copy to the DPI(S), Punjab. He pointed out that his application was not in respect to Male General category but in respect of General Category which included Male and female candidates. Therefore, the reply to point 2(b) is misleading to this extent. Therefore, it is clear that the answer is incorrect and the PIO has concealed the information. There may be other information regarding other such cases also which he may have concealed accordingly. 
4.
He states that in respect of point No. 3, the interim reply has been sent that the information required is quite long and is being prepared, for which he was asked to send Rs. 200/- more which he gave on 25.5.08. However, till  to date  he has  not received the information. Further he states that no reply has been given in respect of item No. 5. He also states that his merit is 143.78 whereas the candidates of less merit have been appointed, even one who got 141.68. Therefore, it is more necessary that full reply  be given in respect of item No,.5 also.
5.
It is observed that it is optional for the complainant to appear before the Commission, but it is mandatory for the PIO to be present himself or through his representative, and to produce the receipt from the complainant, along with a set of papers supplied to him for the record of the Commission.  In case information has not already been supplied then reasons be given why it has not been 
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possible to supply the information well in time, as well as status of the RTI application todate.
6.
However, despite registered notice, the PIO has not appeared himself or though his representative. He has also not sent any communication in writing and not given he present status of the application. It is presumed that what ever the complainant has stated in his complaint is correct. 
7.

The PIO is, therefore, issued notice u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act to show cause why penalty as prescribed under the act be not imposed upon him for delay in providing the information well beyond the stipulated period as well as for giving misleading reply. He may furnish written reply at least 10 days before the next date of hearing. He may note that if he does not send the written reply, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed further against him ex-parte under the provisions of the Act.

8.
The PIO is hereby directed to supply the information to the complainant immediately under due receipt from him, though registered post and to produce the receipt of registry as well as a set of papers supplied to him for the record of the Commission on the next date of hearing without fail.

Adjourned to 10.12.08.

                                                                             Sd/-
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Ashok Kumar Gupta,

St. No. 12, Janta Colony,

Rampura Phul,

Bathinda.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Treasury Office,

Phul, Bathinda. 



 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1649-2008  

Present:
Shri Ashok Kumar Gupta, complainant in person.

Shri Chander Mohan, Sr. Assistant, Officiating PIO/Treasury Officer, Bathinda.

Order:

Shri Ashok Kumar Gupta seeks copies of the STR-52 sheets for release of grant–in-aid which have been presented on 21.8.08 by the Management to the Treasury vide his RTI application dated 25.2.08 with due payment of fee, to the address of PIO/Treasury Office, Phul (Bathinda). Today, Sh. Chander Mohan, acting PIO/Treasury Officer, Bathinda, who is present in the Court, has presented  copy of a letter dated 29.5.08 vide which full information has been provided to Sh. Ashok Kumar Gupta. He states that a copy of the same has been sent to the State Information Commission (not found). Another copy has been taken on record. However, Sh. Ashok Kumar Gupta asserts that as per his knowledge, a set of STI-52 dated 21.8.07 is available in the Treasury office, although the original may have been sent to other quarters. Sh. Chander Mohan states on oath that no such copy is available in the Treasury office to the best of his knowledge and the applicant has already been given the source from where it may be procured. With this, the case is hereby disposed of.
2.
Shri  Chander Mohan states that  separately he has received notice of CC-2087/08 from the Court of Sh. Surinder Singh, State Information Commissioner, Punjab to be heard on 10.11.08 at 10.00 AM in the identical 
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application. Sh. Ashok Kumar, complainant has also confirmed that it is one and the same application. Therefore, both of them the PIO and the Complainant need not be heard on 10.11.08 at 10 AM in the Court of Sh. Surinder Singh, since the case is identical. Information will be sent to the bench of Sh. Surinder Singh, SIC immediately so that he is not required to expend any efforts on this case, being identical with the case, being disposed of today. 
                                                                             Sd/-
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(Ptk)


Copy is forwarded to Er. Surinder Singh, Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, Punjab, for information.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Smt. Vasumati Sharma,

P-3/65, Jaral Colony,

Pandoh, District Mandi (HP)

175124.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Secretary,

Finance Department,

Pb. Govt., Chd. 



 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1618-2008  

Present:
Smt. Vasumati Sharma, Complainant in person along with Sh. 


Anish Gautam, Counsel (POA).


Smt. Kamlesh Arora, APIO-cum-Superintendent, FP-I.



Sh. Harnek Singh, Dealing Assistant for PIO.

Order:


Smt. Vasumati Sharma vide her complaint dated 10.07.2008 made to the State Information Commissions stated that her application dated 11.04.2008 made to the address of the PIO/Secretary, Finance Department, Punjab with due payment of fee had not been attended to properly.  The gist of her complaint is that her application was dealt with in a most callous and careless manner and passed on to various other authorities none of whom gave reply within the stipulated period.  She was informed finally that her application had been forwarded to the PSEB, Patiala stating that issues raised by her related to PSEB.  
2.

She, therefore, put in a second application under RTI dated 27.05.2008 with a separate fee in which she clarified that all the issues concerned the Finance Department and not the PSEB. Unfortunately that application met the same fate and also landed up at the door of PSEB, Patiala as well as the Department of Education (she stated that she had separately already approached the Department of PSEB as well as the Department of Education for information.  In those applications also, she had put in separate complaints to the 
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State Information Commission, since no satisfactory reply has been received by her).   

3.

Before taking up the matter, it was considered necessary to bring the Provisions of the Act particularly Section 3, as well as definitions of “Information”, “record” and “right to information” as contained in Section 3, Section 2(f)(i) and (j) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, to the notice of the Complainant and the Counsel and the representatives of the PIO.  In addition, the Counsel was asked to clarify that the three separate applications were not only addressed to three PIOs but the information was sought from all three was also different.  He has been directed to place on the record of the Commission copies of RTI applications made to the other two PIOs as well as copies of the complaints, so that the matters are not duplicated and are dealt with uniformly.  
4.

The counsel has brought to my notice three specific points on which he wished to agitate, one was the alleged backdating of communication by the PIO in order to cover up delay, the non receipt of notifications said to have been attached in the said reply which had caused great harassment, and the third that no specific reply had been given on most of the seven items, in which information had been asked for. 



Adjourned to 10.12.2008 for further consideration.  
                                                                          Sd/-
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(LS)

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

Sh. Pawan Kumar Bhardwaj,

13, Hargobind Avenue,

Majitha Road, Amritsar.





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Labour Commissioner,

SCO 47-48, Sector 17-E,

Chandigarh.  



 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1614-2008  

Present:
Sh. Vipul Aggarwal, Advocate for Sh. Pawan Kumar Bhardwaj.


Sh. Yash Pal Gupta, Superintendent for PIO/Labour 



Commissioner, PB. 



Sh. Pawan Kumar, complainant in person.
Order:


Sh. Subash Chander Sweeper-cum-Chowkidar working with the O/o Assistant Labour Commission, Putlighar, Amritsar vide his application dated 10.07.2008 applied to the State Information Commission for information to be taken from the PIO/Deputy Labour Commission, Pb. Chd. along with postal order of Rs. 100/- (the actual postal order is worth Rs. 5/-).  He has attached a legal notice under RTI Act dated 02.05.2008 addressed to the PIO/Deputy Labour Commissioner, Punjab.  This is an original application under RTI and not a complaint.  The application has been passed on today under due receipt to the representative of the PIO, Sh. Yash Pal Gupta, Superintendent for disposal in the presence of the Complainant.   
2.

Sh. Yash Pal Gupta, Superintendent tells me that they are already have legal notice dated 02.05.2008 and the Complainant has filed it as an application under RTI Act, 2005.  They have already written back to the Complainant vide letter dated 16.05.2008 that he should file the application in form ‘A’.  It is observed that while there is no provision for the legal notice to be issued by way of an application under RTI Act or any right of applicant to get the reply to the legal notice under RTI Act by way of information,  at the same time there is no provision in the Act for entertaining an application only if, it is 
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submitted in form ‘A’.  It has also been pointed out by the Advocate that the said reply dated 16.05.2008 has not been received by the Complainant due to fact that it has been wrongly addressed by the PIO, despite the correct address being quite clearly stated in the application.  
3.

The PIO is hereby directed to treat the legal notice under RTI Act as a simple application under RTI Act and not to wait for separate application to come, reply should be given in all circumstances before the next date of hearing and under due receipt from the Applicant with a covering letter and duly indexed page marked and attested and to produce the receipt from the Complainant/proof of registry alongwith the set of papers supplied to him for the record of the Commission, ten days before the next date of hearing.  In case, the receipt is produced (taken atleast 10 days before the next date of hearing) and the Complainant does not appear/or make any submission it will be presumed that he is satisfied and the case will be disposed of. 


Adjourned to 10.12.2008.  

                                                                            Sd/-
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008

(LS)

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

Sh. Ajeet Singh,S/o Babu Singh,

Village & PO Rampur Sainian,
Tehsil Dera Bassi,

District  Mohali.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Divisional Commissioner,

Patiala Divisional, Patiala.  



 




         ---------Respondent.

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

Smt. Veena singla, APIO-Supdt. Grade II, O/O PIO/Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala.


Order: 

Shri Ajeet Singh S/O Sh. Babu Singh vide his complaint dated 25.7.08 made to the address of  State Information Commission stated that his application dated 9.4.08 made to the address of SDM Dera Bassi had not been attended to and neither has his appeal dated 11.6.08 made to the Appellate Authority/Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala. The Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala has transferred the said appeal to the Deputy Commissioner under intimation to Sh. Ajeet Singh on 27.6.08. 
2.

The Complainant states that he has only received the interim information to the effect that the Deputy Commissioner has been asked to expedite the inquiry.  He stated that he has separately received a copy of the inquiry report (covering letter, plus 1 page inquiry  report dated 24.7.08) vide letter dated 8.8.08, from the SDM Dera Bassi. However, the complainant states that he needs full inquiry report including the statements of the witnesses and day to day action (Jimnies etc.) and not only one page conclusion.  In other words, he wants the full papers on which the said inquiry report dated 24.7.08 is based. 
3.

He states that he had separately met the Addl. D.C. SAS Nagar and expressed his  dis-satisfaction with the said report.  The ADC has promised to look into the matter afresh. However, the Complainant  states that  even so, he 
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still wants the full previous inquiry report which may be provided to him and his request for a fresh enquiry should not be confused with his request for the full papers in the present RTI application/complaint before the State Information Commission. The PIO to whom the original application under RTI was made is the SDM Dera Bassi. However, the PIO/Commissioner, Patiala Division Patiala, through Deputy Commissioner, SAS Nagar who is present (through his representative) in the Commission today is hereby directed to get the copy of the full inquiry report of the SDM against the concerned Tehsildar supplied to the Complainant. Even otherwise the original complaint had been forwarded to the Commissioner by the Financial Commissioner Revenue for inquiry and report and the Commissioner  is also looking after the establishment of the Naib Tehsildars.

Adjourned to 10.12.2008.
                                                                           Sd/-
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


21.10.2008 
(Ptk)

