STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Paramjit Singh, Advocate

Chamber NO. 98

District Courts Complex

Faridkot 









......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions (S)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D

Chandigarh 









.....Respondent.

CC No-1075-of 2008: 
Present:
None for the Complainant.


Sh. Gursewak Singh, Senior Assistant/Establishment-II Branch 

for PIO/DPI(S), Pb.

Order:


Sh. Gursewak Singh states that dealing Assistant Sh. Sanjeev Kumar is ill and is admitted in the PGI with Dengu fever and, therefore, has not in a position to prepare the reply in time.  He requests for more time of one month which is hereby given. 


Adjourned to 18.11.2008. 








Sd- 
   





 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


22.10.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri. Dawinder Singh, S/o Sh. Harbans Singh

Village- Daowal, P.O- Purana Shalla

Tehsil & Distt.-Gurdaspur




......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner

Gurdaspur 







.....Respondent.
CC No-1100-of 2008:
Present:
Shri. Dawinder Singh, Complainant in person

Shri. Satnam Singh, Sadar Kanungo (with letter of authority) for PIO/DC Gurdaspur.

Order:    



On the last date of hearing on 26.08.2008, the reply of the PIO that the record was not available had not been accepted.  The Complainant had stated that except for point No. 1, 2, 3 (in part) and 22, information supplied was deficient on all other points. Today Sh. Satnam Singh, Sadar Kanungo representing the PIO/DC, Gurdaspur states that the Complainant had been called to the office on 13.10.2008 and had been shown the reply which had been prepared for him to be supplied to him.  The Complainant had seen the said record and was satisfied with the replies proposed to be supplied to him except for reply to point number 3 still incomplete and 11, 12, 13, 23.  The Sadar Kanungo had asked for some further time to procure that record which he states is not available in the DC office but would be available with the Tehsil, Panchayat and SDM, Gurdaspur.  
2.

It is none of the duty under RTI of the PIO to coordinate and collect the information from various authorities who are themselves PIO and to supply that to the Complainant from one source.  In this case, he is required to supply information which is available and is maintained in his office and in case the information pertains to another PIO in whose custody the said record is, he is required to transfer the application under Section 6(3) to that PIO under intimation to the Complainant under Section 6(3) within five days.  That also is to 
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be done, in case there is one other PIO as the language of the said Section relates to “any other PIO” and not to multiple authorities.  In case there are multiple PIOs, in that case, the Complainant can be informed to approach them directly for the portions that do not concern the PIO.  
3.

However, since this was not done straightaway on the application under RTI dated 18.03.2008 and the PIO has kept the application with himself, he is now required to collect it from other sources and provide him.  For this he has asked for some more time which is granted.



Adjourned to 18.11.2008.  
                                                                                 Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


22.10.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
REGISTERED POST
Smt. Raksha Gupta

# 35, Lane No. -2, 

Opp. Old Radha Swami Satsang 

Punia Colony, Sangrur 










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Education Secretary,

Punjab Mini Sectt.

Sector-9, Chandigarh 









.....Respondent.

CC No-1082-of 2008: 
Present:
Smt. Raksha Gupta, Complainant in person along with her 


husband Sh. Tarsem Lal.


None for the PIO.


Order:


PIO is not present and neither has he sent any representative nor has he presented any communication giving status of the RTI application and/or with suo moto explanation of why it has not been possible to supply required documents to the Complainant so far.  Sh. Tarsem Lal has confirmed that till today no information has been supplied to him.  
2.

The PIO is hereby issued notice under Section 20(1) of the Act to show cause why penal action as provided therein for not supplying the information within the stipulated period of 30 days as per Section 7(1) of the Act.  He may furnish his explanation in writing at least 10 days before the next date of hearing.  The PIO may also note that in case he does not furnish any written reply and also does not appear himself or through his representative, it will be taken that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed ex parte against him in accordance with the Provisions of the Act.  

3.

The PIO is also hereby directed to supply the information to the Complainant immediately and at least 10 days before the next date of hearing 
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with covering letter pertaining to her application duly indexed, page marked and attested under due receipt from the Complainant and to produce the receipt/proof of registry made at least 10 days before, alongwith covering letter an indexed of the papers supplied to her without fail.    The papers are required to be supplied to her free of charge, in accordance with the provision of Section 7(6) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
4.

Smt. Raksha Gupta should also supply copies of her complaints mentioned in her RTI application for the record of the Commission.



Adjourned to 26.11.2008.








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


22.10.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Mukhtar Singh Pannu

R/o 82, Tej Nagar,Gali No. 1,
 Sultanwind Road, Amritsar 









......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Principal Secy., Health & Family Welfare Pb.

Mini Sectt., Sector-9

Chandigarh  










.....Respondent.

CC No-1091-of 2008: 
Present:
Dr. Mukhtiar Singh Pannu, complainant in person.

Sh. Gurjeet Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/o PIO/Principal Secretary Health, Punjab..



Sh. Ashok Kumar, Sr. Asstt., for PIO/DHS Punjab.


Order:

In compliance with order dated 26.8.08, the PIO has supplied  information vide letter dated 15.10.08 bringing out efforts made to locate the said record. Despite best efforts it has not become available. The Additional Secretary Health, in his letter has mentioned that Dr. Mukhtiar Singh Pannu has made a representation regarding his seniority on 15.10.2001 vis a vis Dr. Karuna Thappar after 22 years and during this period the old record has mostly been destroyed. He has therefore regretted that the information except what has already been provided, is not possible to be supplied, despite best efforts. This reasoning of the Additional Secretary is accepted with regard to question No. 3. Also in my view, it is not required to answer question No. 2 – “How much more time  will it require to complete the review,” since this does not pertain to the present record but is a question regarding the future.  
2.

However, the Commission is of the view that it should be  entirely  possible to supply the information to Question No. 1-“What  action the authorities 
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have taken on my representation over the last about six years”? The representative of the PIO has stated that no inquiry was ordered to be conducted by the DHS and therefore no copy of the inquiry report can be supplied. However, this is not the reply to request.   The Dealing hand has asked for some time, which is granted.
2. Adjourned to 18.11.08.

 






Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


22.10.2008

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Lakhwinder Singh, 
S/O Sh. Gurcharan Singh,

E-87, Ranjit Nagar, Patiala.










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Patiala.







.....Respondent. 
CC No-1106-of 2008: 
Present:
Sh. Surinder Singh on behalf of the complainant.



None for the PIO.

ORDER:

This matter concerns application of Shri Lakhwinder Singh under RTI dated 12.12.07 in which he had asked for information in respect of 360 standard Acres of agricultural land belonging to Dharamshala Bhai Vir Singh, Vill. Ojhan Sub. Tehsil Dudhan Sadhan, which was declared surplus under Pepsu Tenancy and Agricultural Lands Act, 1965 by the Assistant Collector Agratian, Patiala vide his order dated 31.1.1964. As per the complaint, the order was challenged by the Dharamshala, but it lost the case up to the Supreme Court where it was decided on 24.3.1998.  The questions posed by him and information solicited are in connection with the disposal of the said land by the State including taking possession thereof and utilization in the manner provided under the Act by allotting it to the eligible persons. His complaint that no information was provided to him was considered by the Commission the first time on 26.8.08 and strictures were passed against the PIO/APIO for lackadaisical and careless dealing of the matter and certain directions had been issued to the PIO and the matter adjourned to 22.10.2008.
2.
Today, the PIO is not present and neither has he sent his representative, not below the rank of APIO, as instructed. He has also not sent any communication in compliance of the directions given or explained what steps 
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had been taken after the order of the Commission dated 26.8.08 or given the present status of the case (where information in connection with question No. 1(A)(II) and also answer in respect of Question No. 2 had not been provided).

3.
Under these circumstances, the Commission is constrained to issue notice to the PIO u/s 20(1) to show cause why penal action as prescribed u/s 20(1) be not taken against him. The PIO may furnish reply atleast 10 days before the next date of hearing. He may note that in case he does  not send any reply, it will be presumed that he has  nothing to say and in that case, the Commission shall proceed further ex-parte against him under the provisions of the Act. 
4.
The PIO is once again directed to supply the record asked for by the complainant by summoning the Naib Tehsildar,  Dudhan Sadhan along with record of his office to get the information prepared at District level and to supply  it to the complainant under due receipt from him and to produce the receipt as well as a set of information supplied, duly indexed, page numbered and attested for the record of the Commission, well before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 26.11.2008.

                                                                                            Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


22.10.2008

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Charanjit Singh Walia,

1879/2A, Inder Nagri,

Jalalabad (W) Distt. Ferozepur.










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar (W) Jalalabad.









.....Respondent.

CC No-1108-of 2008:
Present:
None for the Complainant.

Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Sr. Assistant, for the PIO/Tehsildar Jalalabad.

Order:

Shri Kuldeep Singh, Sr. Assistant  on behalf of the PIO/Tehsildar Jalalabad, Sh. Bachittar Singh Dhadha has appeared and presented letter of authority as well two receipts from the complainant  Sh.Charanjit Singh Walia stating that he has received copies of Mutation No. 2293 to 2300, which he has asked for(although  in his RTI application he had asked for copies of Mutation from 2294 to 2300). Sh. Charanjit Singh Walia had due and adequate notice to appear in the hearing today, but he has not appeared. It is obvious that he has no further submission to make. As such, the case is hereby disposed of.


Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


22.10.2008

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Er. Ranjit Singh, S/o Sh. Gurdial Singh
Old Cantt Road

Near Octroi No.-7, Faridkot










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Babe Ke College of Education

Mudki, Distt.- Ferozepur.



&

Public Information Officer,

Punjab University,

Chandigarh. 









.....Respondent.

CC No-1080-of 2008: 

Present:
Er. Ranjit Singh, Complainant in person.


Dr. Ram Mohan Tripathi, Principal, college of Babe Ke College, 

Mudki.
Order: 



In compliance with orders of the Commission dated 26.08.2008 para 4 thereof Principal who is present in the Commission today has not filed any affidavit in support of his plea that the college does not fall within the definition provided in 2(h) of RTI Act, 2005, defining “Public Authority”, he has requested some more time for this.  However, the Principal has stated that as required in para 6 of the order dated 26.08.2008 of the Commission, the PIO/Punjab University, Chandigarh had issued letter dated 13.10.2008 to him containing the order of the Commission for necessary action at his end.  According to him, he has addressed the Registrar, Punjab University vide letter no. BKCE/M/554 dated 21.10.2008 and supplied him para wise reply along with annexures where necessary with respect to the RTI application made by Er. Ranjit Singh.  This information has been supplied to the University against due receipt.  Separately vide covering letter dated nil, the Deputy Registrar (College) and PIO/Punjab University, Chandigarh has sent a letter dated 21.10.2008 containing the said letter of the Principal along with annexures as detailed in the Principal’s letter.  
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Although the said letter is stated to have been sent to the Complainant Er. Ranjit Singh says that he has not received the same.  Er. Ranjit Singh who states that he has not received the same has been permitted to take copy of the same and he states that he is not satisfied with the information and that it is incomplete.  
2.

The PIO/Baba Ke College of Education has requested for time for giving necessary affidavit, which is granted.      


Adjourned to 18.11.2008.  

                        Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


22.10.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Naresh Kumari

# 100, Defence Enclave, Gumtala Chowk

Atari Bye Pass, Amritsar









......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secy, Deptt of Health & Family Welfare, Pb.

Punjab Mini Sectt. Sector -9

Chandigarh 








.....Respondent.

CC No-883-of 2008.
Present:
None for the complainant.

Sh. Kamlesh Kaushal, Sr. Asstt. for PIO/Principal Secretary Health, Punjab.

Shri Ashok Kumar, Sr. Asstt, for PIO/DHS Punjab.

Order:

The representative of the PIO had been asked to produce the receipt from the complainant/proof of registry as well as to place a copy of the information supplied on the record of the Commission.  He has done so today. With this, the case is hereby disposed of, in terms of orders dated 2.7.08, 20.8.08 and of today.  

Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


22.10.2008

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Major M.S Dyal (Retd.)

VPO-Aimah Jattan, Via – Binjon

Distt. –Hoshiarpur






......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner Jalandhar Division, 

Jalandhar







.....Respondent.

CC No-878-of 2008 
Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.

Order:

Major M.S.Dyal (Retd.) is a very old person and has filed three complaints in the Commission, all of which were marked to this bench.  Of them two have been disposed of. The present case is in connection with his RTI application dated 21.9.07. In his application he has asked for: 
“Replies to my letters No. MSD/LPS/30 of 30 sept./15th Oct. 94, added to Commissioner, Jallandhar Division, Jalandhar, DC-cum-Collector, Jalandhar and D.C.-cum-Collector, Hoshiarpur; No. MSD/LPS/31 of 27 Jan, 95 (Reminder to all addresses) Details of any action taken as requested –
(i)Any enquiry ordered? Result; Follow up action.

(ii)Any action taken for

(aa)Wrongful registration of sale-deed.

(ab)
Recovery of  additional stamp-duty.

(ac)
Cancellation of sale deeds.

(ad)
Vacation of unlawful possession of land by buyers.

(ae)
Action against buyers under Fee.

(af)
Action against guilty revenue officials.” 
Information has been provided to him by the Sub Registrar Garhshankar vide his letters dated 5.8.08 and 14.8.08 with annexures. Major M.S. Dyal was not satisfied with the information and he was asked to state clearly deficiencies in writing to the PIO with a copy to the State Information Commission. 
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2.
It is observed that Maj. M.S.Dyal has sent a complaint dated  15.10.94 to the Commissioner, Jalandhar Divisioon, Jalandhar, D.C.-cum-Collector, Jalandhar and D.C-cum-collector, Hoshiarpur, on “Land sale/purchase; Irregularities in registration of fland sale deeds and evasion of stamp duty on land purchases; investigation of economic offences”. The said land is situated in VPO Aimah Jattan via Binjon, Distt. Hoshiarpur and he has made a complaint to the Commissioner as well as to the D.C., Jalandhar and D.C.Hoshiarpur. Now the village which is situated in Tehsil Garhshankar has been shifted from Hoshiarpur District to Nawan Shahar District. So district Nawan shahar has also been required to be addressed. 
3.
Since copies of the original complaint dated 30.9./15.10.94 (the subject of the RTI application) addressed by Maj. M.S.Dyal to all the authorities was not added in his RTI application, to the PIO or to the complaint made to the State Information Commission, he was asked to supply a copy/copies of the same. Now a copy of letter dated (illegible) Sept., 94/15th Oct. has been found placed at page 10 Correspondence file. No stamp or receipt or date of receipt in the Commission is available, so it is not known when and by whom it was received. Had this letter dated Sept. 94/15th Oct. been received  in the Commission/been available on file on the date of hearing on 20.8.08, there was no reason for  the bench to  have specifically mentioned in its order of that date that the copy of  complaint of 30.9./15th Oct.,1994 is not on the record of the Commission. Without the initial letter it  was not possible to know what information he was demanding and whether  that information had been supplied properly or not and whether the PIO was at fault, which is why the complainant had been asked to supply it. 
4.
As per the claim in para 4(a) of his letter No. MSD/PSIC/23 dated 3rd Oct.,2008 (Corr./26)  I have got the matter looked into by the office. Maj. M.S.Dyal  had filed 3 complaints before the State Information Commission and all 
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three (CC-877/08, CC-878/08 and CC-879/08) were allotted to this bench. Out of these CC-877/08 and CC-879/08 were clubbed together  for hearing and have been disposed of vide common order dated 20.8.2008. Both concern the complaint of Maj. M.S.Dyal against the Financial Commissioner Appeals, Mrs. Sujata Dass. In file CC-877/08,  single page letter No. MSD/LPC/S6, dated 12.8.200 (Corr/29) has been found , which is addressed by Maj. Dyal to his Advocate Sh. Sukhjit Singh Channi, with copy endorsed to the Punjab State Information Commission with reference to CC No. 877 & 879 of 2008. Another single page letter No. MSD/PSIC/M-? or i4-? Datd 12.8.2008 is available in CC-879/08 at Corr. /6, written by Maj. M.S.Dyal, addressed to Dy. Registrar, State Information Commission, Punjab, and is a complaint regarding information not being supplied to him to the extent required by him  as per his RTI application filed against the then F.C.Appeals Mrs. Sujata Dass, IAS and these are not concerned with the present case. Thus it is clear that no such letter No. NSD/PSIC/13 of 12.8.2008 with five enclosures has been received by the Registry or by the staff of the bench till the date of order or till today. 
5.
The hearing had been scheduled for today when neither the complainant nor the PIO were present.  In view of his bitter complaint vide his letter dated 1.10.08 followed by letter dated 3.10.08 the case may be sent to the Learned
SCIC with the request that it may be transferred to any other Bench since the undersigned would not like to hear the matter further.  No new date has been given. The bench to which it is assigned may give a further date. 







Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


22.10.2008

(Ptk)

SCIC 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Manjeet Singh Khalsa,

S/o Sh. Sohan Singh,

Village & PO Ladhana Jhika,

District Nawanshehar. 





......Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General-cum-Secretary,

School Education, SCO-104-106,

Sector 34-A, Chd.






.....Respondent

CC No-744-of 2008: 
Present:
None for Complainant.


Sh. Rajesh Thakral, RTI Clerk on behalf of Respondent.

Order: 


On the last date of hearing on 27.08.2008 also, the Complainant was not present.  However, certain directions had been given to the PIO for further search for the required documents.  Sh. Manjeet Singh Khalsa had also been asked to given details regarding the source of the photo stat regarding the concerned dispatch register produced by him so that he the PIO could procure the said documents from that source.  The PIO has reported that further search has been made on his part unsuccessfully.  Neither has Sh. Manjeet Singh contacted him, although a written letter was sent to him for this purpose.  On the other hand, Sh. Manjeet Singh has sent another letter dated 23.09.2008 with annexures showing ignorance of both the orders passed by the Commission on 27.08.2008 as well as of the letter of the PIO sent to him on 08.10.2008.  
2.

In the interest of justice, one more opportunity is given to Sh. Manjit Singh.  He may contact the PIO and supply him any information that he has regarding the office/source of the photo stat which is available with the Complainant.  In case, he does not contact him and no further hint is made
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available by him the case will regretfully have to be closed since the said document has not become available despite and all out search. 

Adjourned to 17.12.2008.           
              Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


22.10.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kuldip Singh,

S/o Sh. Chhajja Singh,

Village & P.O. Kumbra,

Sector 68, Mohali.










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mohali. 










.....Respondent.

CC No-752-of 2008
Present:
Sh. Kuldip Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Ramesh Chand Garg, DRO Mohali for the PIO.
Order:


In compliance with order of the Commission dated 27.08.2008, the APIO produce the original file of inquiry initiated by SDM Sh. Darshan Singh and finished at the time of Smt. Raghbir Kaur, in which the final note of Smt. Raghbir Kaur states that the inquiry report has also been sent to the Deputy Commissioner, Ropar on 11.08.2008.  
2.

The Complainant has been allowed to inspect the full file including the Jimnies.  No statement of Sh. Dilbagh Singh or any copy of revenue record/intqaal has been found to be produced by him in this file. Sh. Kuldip Singh was asked to whether he would like to have attested copy of any of the documents available in the file and he has stated that he does not need any.  Sh. Kuldip Singh is not satisfied.      
3.

It is observed that the Commission can only ensure that all the record in the custody of the PIO is made available/shown to Sh. Kuldip Singh in the interest of transparency.  In the present case, although he has not asked for it, the Commission had summoned the original file and allowed him to inspect the same to his satisfaction, over and above his original demand, so that if he was any proof directly or indirectly supporting his allegations, it could be made available to him but none has been found. 
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4.

It has been explained to Sh. Kuldip Singh that he should approach the Revenue Authorities/Civil Court for redressal of his grievances under the law and the Competent Authority i.e. the Deputy Commissioner/Commissioner/FCR with complaints against the officials if any for redressal of his grievances as under the RTI Act, 2005, only record can be shown to him which has been done.  


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.       
                                                                        Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


22.10.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harjap Singh,

S/o Sh. Kishan Singh,

Village Husainpur Guruka,

PO Kotla Nandh Singh,

Tehsil and District Hoshiarpur. 




......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Hoshiarpur. 










.....Respondent.
CC No-805-of 2008:
Present:
Sh. Harjap Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Sushant Batish, Advocate on behalf of the PIO.  
Order:



Sh. Harjap Singh states that he has procured a photo stat of letter dated 08.10.2008 from the office of the PIO/DC, Hoshiarpur.  
2.

PIO is hereby directed to supply the information with a covering letter with reference to his RTI application duly attested, under due receipt and to produce the receipt and the documents supplied for the record of the Commission immediately.  One Sh. Sushant Batish, Advocate sought to appear as proxy of Sh. Ashwani Prashar, Advocate to representing the Executive Bank.  However, as pointed out earlier, the bank is not the PIO before the Commission.  



Adjourned to 17.12.2008.        


Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


22.10.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Baljit Singh,

Clerk, Govt. Senior Secondary School,

Singh Bhagwantpur, 

District Ropar.






......Complainant






Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions,

SCO 95-97, Sector 17, 

Chandigarh. 






.....Respondent.

CC No-807-of 2008: 
Present:
Sh. Baljit Singh, Complainant in person.


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



In compliance with order of the Commission dated 27.08.2008, the PIO sent a letter dated 10.10.2008 with annexures dated 07.10.2008 showing the great efforts which have been put in to locate the documents required by the Complainant.  To begin with the record has been found out of the record of thousands of employees and pertaining to the year 1992.  A special team of five employees was set up and put on duty to locate the same and the record has since been located.  
2.

The information has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter dated 10.10.2008 (covering letter) with photo stat of the required documents        (2 pages) duly attested.  The Complainant confirms the receipt and is satisfied.  The show cause notice is hereby dropped and instead appreciation is hereby conveyed by the Commission for the APIO as well as the team of officials who have located the old record.  


With this, the matter is hereby disposed of. 
                                                                            Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


22.10.2008

(LS)

