STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kalia R.D





......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. DPI (S) Pb., Chd 




.....Respondent.

AC No-135-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Manjeet Singh, Registrar office of the DPI.



Sh. Baljeet Singh, Dealing Asstt.
Order:



Sh. Kalia R.D vide his complaint dated 17.03.2008, vide his second appeal dated 17.03.2008, made to the Commission stated that his application dated 09.01.2008 under Right to Information with due payment of fee had not been attended to by the PIO/DPI (SE) Pb. (a copy of the application dated 9.01.2008 is not available on the record-only copy of first appeal in which he has reproduced grounds of appeal is there).  A copy of the original application has been taken on record from the PIO to complete the record.  The complainant stated before the Commission that neither did the First Appellate Authority send response to his Appeal dated 12.02.2008.  The information asked for has been delayed.  Suitable penalty be awarded besides issuing directions to the PIO to supply the requisite information within a period of seven days.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO with annexures, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed vide notice dated 30.04.2008.
2.

Today a letter dated 20.06.2008, diarised in the State Information Commission on 23.06.2008, has been received and seen today, in which the complainant has stated that he is unable to attend “due to some family problems” and has requested for an adjournment.  The Commission does not consider it to be adequate stand for asking for an adjournment, when the application is made at the last minute in the manner done causing inconvenience all around.  It 
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is not possible to ask to respondent to set aside all his work on another date.  The respondent had also stated that they too had received a copy of application yesterday i.e on 23.06.2008. 
3.

It is clear that the applicant had received some information since in the first appeal, he states “the deptt. has not supplied all documents and false information supplied by concealing the fact as evident in the first Appeal.  He has given point wise details of deficiencies of the information supplied.  A copy of the information supplied has not been added. 
4.

The PIO/DPI should now give self speaking reply which he would like the commission to consider. 



Adjourned to 13.08.2008.
Sd/-


  





  
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)










State Information Commissioner 


24.6. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kalia R.D





......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. DPI (S) Pb., Chd




.....Respondent.

AC No-136-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.


Sh. Manjeet Singh, PIO-cum-Registrar



Sh. Satinder Singh, Dealing Asstt.
Order:

An application dated 20.06.2008, from the complainant has been received in the State Information Commission diarised on 23.06.2008 and received by the bench today just at the time of the hearing.  The respondents also state that they have received a copy of the same yesterday i.e 23.06.2008.  This is not in order.  The notice to Sh. Kalia for the hearing today had been issued on 30.04.2008, giving due and adequate notice for today’s hearing.  The last minute request for adjournment without any proper ground “due to some family problems” can not be permitted for the purpose of the adjournment of the hearing.  It is also not in public interest that the concerned officials should leave all their official work and come for hearing second time.

2.

The second appeal dated 27.03.2008, is in connection with original application in Form A with due payment of fee dated 17.09.2007 made to the address of PIO office of the DPI (SE) Punjab, containing 13 points. When he received incomplete information, it was followed by an appeal made to the first appellate authority office of the DPI (SE) Punjab on 14.01.2008 with no response.  Hence the second appeal.
3.

Sh. Kalia R.D stated that the reply dated 22.11.2007 was not complete and therefore he had made a back reference to the Deptt vide his letter dated 3.12.2007, in which he stated that replies to No. 8, 13 and 14 had not been 
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at all and with reference to point 6,7,10 and 11 has been given partially.  He requested that full information made available to him.  
4.

I have gone through the application of the complainant with the reply given on each point.  With respect to item No. 8, it is found that the reply of the PIO is correct and the PIO is not expected to admit or deny position of fact/interpretation as stated by the complainant under the RTI Act.  It is for the complainant to guage  the correctness or incorrectness based upon the information in the documents supplied to him.  In connection with item No. 14, it is observed that the complainant has neither mentioned any item No. 14 in the original application under Form A, nor mentioned it in his Appeal and since his application consist of 13 points.  It appears that he has added 14 point in his own writing in his original application which has neither been stated to the Appellate Authority nor to the State Information Commission.  Therefore, no complaint can be entertained on this account.  In so far as point No. 6, 7, 10, 11 are concerned they have already been supplied.  No. 10 consist a copy of service rules of Supdt. Grade I and Grade II.  Regarding item No. 10, he states that although it is noted in the reply of the PIO that a copy of the rules is attached, none was found. The dealing hand states that a copy of the same was supplied to him second time and has also produce the same and has also shown me a receipt thereof.  In my view, therefore, the needs of the application have been completely met and there was nothing incomplete about it.

5.

Sh. Kalia R. D has also complained about the failure of the Deptt. to supply the requisite documents within the stipulated period of 30 days.  It is observed that the application was dated 17.09.2007 and the information has been supplied on 22.11.2007, the APIO states that the application dated 17.09.2007 has been received by the PIO only on 25.09.2007, therefore, after excluding 30 days of delay, there has been a delay of 27 days.  However, nature of the information sought is such that it is not available on a single file but had been collected from different sources as it concerns, the cadres of both Supdt. Grade I and Grade II, placement of SC BCs, DPCs etc which are all dealt by different officials from whom the information was required to be collected.  Therefore, the volume of work has to be taken into account.  I do not, therefore, deem it necessary to issue show cause 
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notice under section 20 (1).  A copy of the information supply has been placed on the record of the Commission.  With this the complaint is hereby disposed of. 
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


24.6. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Lakha Singh Azad




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar 

.....Respondent.

CC No-630-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Vikramjit Kalia, DDPO



Sh. Kulwant Singh Reader of the DDPO
Order:

Sh. Lakha Singh Azad through Jagmohan Singh Bhatti, Advocate through his complaint dated 25.03.2008, submitted that his application for information under the Right to Information Act 2005 submitted on 7.2.2007, along with requisite fee of even date to the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar had not been attended to and no information had been given to him up to the date of the complaint.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed through regd. notice dated 30.04.2008.
2.

Today none is present for complainant, however, a letter dated 20.06.2008 from the PIO-cum-DRO office of the Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar was received in the Commission stating that the application dated 13.02.2008 was received on 25.02.2008 and transferred on 26.02.2008 under section 6 (3) to the DDPO, Amritsar under intimation to the applicant.  The PIO office of the DDPO represented by the APIO-cum-BDPO stated that a full set containing complete information has been delivered to the complainant by hand by the BDPO on 04.06.2008.  In addition to this the full set of information has also sent to him by the APIO-cum-BDPO on 14.06.2008 by speed post and a copy of the full documents endorsed to Commission for its record on the same date.  Since this was not found in the record, the BDPO gave a set of information during the hearing for the record of the Commission today.  The BDPO has stated that he and the entire development administration of the Distt have been involved on a Day-to-day basis in the on-going Panchayat Samiti/ Zila Parishad polls for the last two three months.  The election on 
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the panchayats have just been completed on 22.06.2008 and the sarpanch has yet to be elected.  He has stated that for this reason, the delay in supply of information may be excused.
3.

It is observed that the complainant had received due and adequate notice and in case he had any submission to make, he had the opportunity to present today.  Since he has not come, it is presumed that he received the information and he is satisfied.  With this the case is hereby disposed of.
Sd/-


  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner 


24.6. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Pawandeep Singh




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. D.C, Moga





.....Respondent.

CC No-640-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Pawandeep Singh complainant in person.


Sh. Charan Pal, APIO-cum-Supdt. Grade I,



Sh. Mandeep Kumar, dealing clerk.
Order:



Sh. Pawandeep Singh complainant confirms that the full information asked by him had been given to him on 15.05.2008 with reference to his application under Right to Information dated 8.11.2007.  He stated that this information was made available to him very late and could not be used by him in the inquiry, where it was necessary to produce it.  Due to great delay he has been caused great mental harassment and stress, as the information may available to him only after he made complaint to the State Information Commission and a notice was issued by the State information Commission for the hearing.  The complainant states that it is wrong that the information had already been provided to him on 30.11.2007.  He had received no information earlier.
2.

It is observed that the contention of the complainant has weight.  Incase he had received the information on 30.11.2007, he would have definitely would have made mention of the same in his complaint to the State Information Commission on March 3, 2008.  In such cases it is incumbent upon the PIO to offer suo-moto explanation which has not been done.  The dealing clerk states that contrary to what has been stated by the complainant, the complainant had visited the office of the Deputy Commissioner after 30.11.2007, he had been advised that the information asked for by him was ready and had been sent to Suvidha Centre where he had applied for it.  He should produce the slip and receive it.  However the applicant never 
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came back again and he did not know whether he had gone to the Suvidha Centre or not.  However, he confirms that the above statement of the dealing clerk, but states that he had applied for information through post.  The APIO states that the information has been sent to the Suvidha Centre vide delivery dak No. 24668 dated 30.11.2007 which has been designated as a delivery centre.
3. 

After hearing both sides, the Commission has come to the conclusion that the practice of designated a delivery centre is no where been ordained under Right to Information.  In the Form A prescribed by the Government itself in column 5, it is specifically asked whether the information is required by post or in person and in case required by post by ordinary registered or speed post?  The complainant had clearly indicated that he required the information by post and by “ordinary” dak, therefore, the plea of the PIO can not be accepted correct.  Therefore, after hearing the APIO a token penalty of Rs. 10/- is hereby imposed upon the PIO/APIO which should be deposited by him in the head in which receipts under the information act are credited in the treasury.  The receipt thereof be produced in compliance of this order within a fortnight.  The PIO is hereby also warned to be careful in future.


Adjourned to 13.08.2008.
  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


24.6. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amarjit Singh





......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Deputy Commissioner, Mohali


.....Respondent.

CC No-644-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Amarjit Singh complainant in person.


None for the PIO/DC, Mohali.
Order:

Sh. Amarjit Singh vide his complaint dated nil received in the State Information Commission on 27.3.2008, stated that his application for Right to Information Commission Act with due payment of fee made to the PIO/office of the Deputy Commissioner, Mohali on 13.12.2007 had not been attended to and no information had been given to him till date of the complaint.  A copy of the complaint sent to the concerned PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed vide notice dated 29.04.2008.  Today none is present for PIO.  Sh. Amarjit Singh has stated that still no information or any communication has so far been received by him.
2.

It is observed that it is entirely optional for the complainant to appear before the Commission.  However, it is mandatory for the PIO to be present himself or through a representative and give the status of the complaint along with a copy of the information which had been supplied to the complainant if any.  Neither the PIO is present himself nor he has sent any representative nor has he sent any communication despite due and adequate notice of almost two months for the same.  The Commission hereby issues notice under section 20 (1) of chapter V of the Right to Information 2005 providing for penalty to show cause why penalties as prescribed therein at Rupees two hundred and fifty each day of delay subject to the maximum of Rupees twenty five thousand be not imposed upon him. The PIO is hereby directed to submit a written reply.  He may note that in case he does not reply and does not appear it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and further action shall be taken ex-parte against him.
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3.

The PIO is hereby directed once again to supply the information to the applicant with a covering letter duly indexed, page numbered and attested and to produce a copy of the receipt from the complainant along with a set of the documents supplied to him for the record of the Commission well before the next date of hearing without fail.
4.

Adjourned for compliance report regarding the supply of documents and for consideration of the explanation under section 20(1) of the PIOI.


Adjourned to 13.08.2008.
Sd/- 


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


24.6. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bhaskar Sharma




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Deputy Commissioner, Barnala 


.....Respondent.

CC No-645-of 2008: 

Present:
None for complainant.


Sh. R.K Singh, APIO-cum-Asstt Project Officer-cumADC(CO), 


DRDA, Barnala.
Order:

Sh. Bhaskar Sharma vide his complaint dated 20.03.2008, addressed to the Commission stated that his application dated 18.01.2008 under the Right to Information Act 2005 with due payment of fee, made to the address of the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Barnala had not been attended to and no information has been provided to till date.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed.
2.

From one communication dated 24.01.2008, sent with the bunch of papers with the complaint. It is seen that the application dated 18.01.2008 was transferred under section 6 (3) of the right to information on 24.01.2008 to the ADC (D) Barnala by the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Barnala.  Today, the PIO-cum-Deputy Commissioner, Barnala has by hand of his representative, the Asstt. Project Officer, DRDA has sent a letter dated 23.05.2008 in which he has stated:-
 “Additional Depty Commissioner (D) has duly forwarded, the case further to Sh. Sucha Singh Nagra, Deputy CEO-cum-Public Information Officer for Zila Parishad, Barnala since the matter of pharmacist posted in dispensary under the Zila Parishad was the subject of the Zila Parishad Barnala, who had so far not carried his duties.  However, ADC (D) Barnala who is infact Appellate Authority for Zila Parishad, Barnala proceeded to supply the information at his level.  He sent another copy of the application to Incharge, 
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S.H.C, Pakhoke, who supplied the requisite information which was then supplied to the applicant through messenger vide his letter No. 1679-1680 dated 9.5.2008 and got acknowledgement receipt.  A copy of the information and receipt dated 9.5.2008 are enclosed for information.


It is stated that Deputy CEO who is the PIO and it was his duty to supply the information has not made any effort to supply the same till date inspite of reminders dated 29-01-2008, 6-5-2008,     7-5-2008 by ADC (D), Barnala.  It is only ADC (D), Barnala who is Appellate Authority who supplied the information on 9-5-2008.     Sh. Sucha Singh Nagra, Deputy CEO, Zila Parishad, Barnala being PIO o Zila Parishad is responsible for this delay.
The Commission has taken note of the fact that the information has since been supplied in full to the complainant through extra efforts of the ADC (D) Barnala. This is to be appreciated.  The delay caused by the Deputy CEO for Zila Parishad Barnala may brought to the notice of the administrative authority, controlling the said office for necessary corrective action for the future and for pulling up the officer for his lapse.
3.

The complainant had due and adequate notice of the hearing today.  The receipt given by him for the information has also been produced by the Deputy Commissioner along with a set of papers supplied to him.  Since he has not appeared.  It is clear that he is satisfied with this the case is hereby disposed of.
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


24.6. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Resham Lal





......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. D.C Hoshiarpur

PIO/.SDM. Dasuya 





.....Respondent.

CC No-646-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Resham Lal complainant in person.


Sh. Bhagwant Kishore for the PIO/DC, Hoshiarpur with letter of 

authority.

Order:

Sh. Resham Lal vide his complaint dated nil received in the Commission on 28.03.2008, stated that his two application under Right to Information made to the address of the PIO/DC, Hoshiarpur and PIO/SDM, Dasuya dated 19.11.2007 and 16.10.2007 in the requisite proforma with due payment of fee had not been attended to properly.  The representative of the Deputy Commissioner has presented a bunch of papers, these are not address to the Commission.  This is hardly satisfactory.  The PIO/Deputy Commissioner is hereby directed to file a status report consisting of covering letter with a list of documents supplied, duly indexed, page marked and attested with reference to both individual applications made to the PIO office of the Deputy Commissioner and PIO office of the SDM, Dasuya.  In addition, the PIO may produce the file of the Deputy Commissioner on which this matter has been dealt with and various communications and directions issued to the SDM, Dasuya on this subject,  from the date of complaint (dealing with the entire complaint matter and follow up)., ordering of enquiry, receipt of enquiry report etc.

2.

The PIO/SDM Dasuya on this part should also bring the complete file pertaining to the complaint including action taken on directions on the Deputy Commissioner registration of the FIR etc. including the records of the Patwari inquiry file etc.  Sh. Resham Lal shall be permitted inspection of both these files 
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on the next date of hearing in the Commission. He is directed to bring with him an educated person who understand the full matter to help and aid in the matter.  The PIO office of the Deputy Commissioner and PIO of the SDM are both hereby directed to supply the information to the complainant and to produce a receipt in both cases along with the complete set of documents supplied for the record of the Commission.  The PIO/Deputy Commission shall be responsible to ensure that the PIO/SDM who is subordinate also produces the record in the Commission on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 13.08.2008.

  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


24.6. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Paramjit Singh





......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. DPI (Sec. Edu.) Pb. Chd



.....Respondent.

CC No-647-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Paramjit Singh complainant in person.


Sh. Ram Sarup, Jr. Asstt. on behalf of the APIO.
Order:

Sh. Paramjit Singh vide his complaint dated 20.03.2008 stated that he had not yet been given any information with reference to his application dated 04.02.2008, made in the prescribed proforma with due payment of fee to the address of the DPI (Sec. Edu.).  A copy of his complaint sent to the PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed.  Today, the complainant is present in person and has confirmed that he has received a letter dated 24.06.2008, consisting of 25 pages, including covering letter.  The representative of the PIO has presented a copy of the same for the record of the Commission (without letters of appointment, which has been admittedly given to the complainant).  The complainant states that the reply given on point 1 and 4 is complete but 2 and 3 is not complete.  In item no. 2 is entered “all candidate photo copy of all the documents proving them qualifying”.  The PIO states that these papers are with the scrutiny committee. Regarding point No. 3, the reply given by him is that the E-mail of CDAC can be checked at their office at Mohali.  The complainant has clarified that he wishes to have the photo copy of the documents proving that they are qualified only in respect of candidates of Schedule caste.  R/others (signifying other castes in Schedule Castes) who have been appointed lecturers in Punjabi. He also clarified that E-mail provesproofs are required only with respect to E-mails required to be submitted by candidates who felt that their merit was higher than that of persons declared selected in the advertisement of final selected candidates, 
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which they were required to send within three days of the publication of the results.  He stated that he required these E-mail proofs.  only in respect of the candidates for Punjabi lecturer of SC.R/others specified above.  The total number of these candidates is 10.  He also requested that the information should be given to him by the PIO Deptt., since the Departmental Scrutiny Committee as well as CDAC were both subordinate to the Department and were not PIOs in their own right.
2.

The PIO is hereby directed to supply the information to the complainant in respect of the 10 candidates for Punjabi lecturer which he has asked for by procuring it from the sources subordinate to it where they are said to be available.  Compliance report should be presented to the Commission on the next date of hearing alongwith copy of a receipt from complainant/proof of registry form the complainant as well as a set of documents supplied for the record of the Commission at least 10 days before the next date of hearing.  In case Sh. Paramjit Singh has received the information to his satisfaction he need not appear on the next date of hearing.



Adjourned to 13.08.2008.

  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


24.6. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Subcharan Singh




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Deputy Commissioner, Sangrur


.....Respondent.

CC No-649-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


Dr. Vinod Kumar, Asstt. Director APAH, Sangrur for PIO.



Sh. Jeet Singh Dhindsk, Sr. Asstt. DC office Sangrur for PIO.
Order:

Sh. Subhcharan Singh vide his complaint dated 24.03.2008 to the Commission stated that Distt. Administration had not provided any information with respect to his application under Right to Information Act dated nil.  He stated that vide letter dated 11.03.2008, the PIO-cum-DRO told him that the matter does not fall within the scope of jurisdiction of the Distt. Administration and concerns the Universities which give recognition to such Veterinary Institutions and he should approach them.  The Deputy Commissioner has also returned his postal order. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and notice sent by Regd. Post on 30.04.2008 to both parties. 
2.

Today none is present for the complainant. Dr. Vinod Kumar, Asstt. Director, Sangrur has presented a letter of authority on behalf of the Deputy Commissioner and has stated that full information since been supplied to         Sh. Subcharan Singh vide letter dated 13.06.2008 giving point wise reply.  A copy of the same has been supplied to the State Information Commission with covering letter dated 19.06.2008, from the Deputy Commissioner.  He also produced photo copy of the receipt of the letter which was delivered by hand to         Sh. Subcharan Singh.
3.

It is observed that due and adequate notice for today hearing had been given to the complainant Sh. Subhcharan Singh.  In case he wish to make 
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any further submission he could have availed himself of the opportunity to appear.  Since he is not done so, it is presumed that he is satisfied and the case is hereby disposed of.

4.

While disposing the case, it is observed that this is one of the cases where information has been given to the Administration instead of being sought from it, that certain institutions are running Veterinary courses unrecognized by the competent authority and may lead its student to a life of despair when they find that they are not unable to get work after spending money for the courses.  It is for the department of Animal Husbandry as well as the Deputy Commissioner to take note of this and to prevent proliferation of such centres.  It is for the administration to shut down such institutions or to ensure or they are upgraded to conform to the standard set by Punjab or different Competent Authorities.  


With these observations the case is hereby disposed of. 

Sd/- 


  





 
   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner 


24.6. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. K Singh, Secretary Youth Rural Welfare Society (Regd.)










......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. Principal Secy. Health




.....Respondent.

CC No-662-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


Ms. Kamlesh, APIO-cum-Supdt., water supply and sanitation.


Sh. Kuldip Singh Dealing Asstt.
Order:



Sh. K Singh, Secretary of the Youth Rural Welfare Society vide his complaint dated 24.03.2008 to the Commission stated that his application dated 9.02.2008, with due payment of fee.  On even date made under Right to Information Act to the address of the Principal Secretary Public Health, Punjab had not been attended to and no reply had been given till date.  A copy of the complaint with annexures was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed.
2.

Today none is present for the complainant.  On behalf of the PIO, the APIO states that reply had already sent to the complainant vide covering letter dated 21.05.2008, the same has sent to him once again vide covering letter dated 17.06.2008 by ordinary dak.  Neither copy of the first letter nor of the second has been received in the State Information Commission, copy of both along with annexures should be placed on the record of the Commission.  The APIO has stated that the first letter sent to the complainant has been acknowledged by him.  A copy of that letter should also be placed on record.  
3.

In case the complainant wishes to make any submission or feels that there is any deficiency in the information supplied he should give the details in writing to the PIO with copy to the Commission at least one week before the next date of hearing.  In case such a letter is received by the PIO he should make up the deficiencies strictly in accordance with the original application under
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the Right to Information.  In case, there is no further communication from the complainant and neither does he appear on the next date of hearing, it will be taken that he is satisfied and the case shall be disposed of.


Adjourned to 13.08.2008.

Sd/-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


24.6. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. K Singh, Secretary Youth Rural Welfare Society (Regd.)





















......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. XEN, Water supply & Sanitation Division












.....Respondent.

CC No-663-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Avtar Singh, JE
Order:

Sh. K Singh vide his complaint dated 24.03.2008, submitted that his application under Right to Information dated 21.02.2008 with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/XEN water supply and Sanitation (Pendu Jal Supply) Mandal, Garhshankar had not drawn any response till date.  A copy of the same was sent to the concerned PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed vide notice dated 30.04.2008.  In the mean time, the complainant endorsed the copy of a letter sent to him by the XEN to the Commission, in which he stated that the reply dated 16.05.2008 by the SDE (copy enclosed) did not meet the requirements of his application under the Right to Information Act.  The reply was incomplete and did not give any reply to the seven points on which he had asked for information.  
2.

Today none is present for the complainant.  However, Sh. Avtar Singh, JE, Garhshankar has presented a letter dated 23.06.2008 from the SDE requesting for an adjournment and expressing the difficulty due to which the project could not be completed and information could not be supplied.
3.

The adjournment is given, the information asked for in the Right to Information application dated should be supply with a covering letter, duly indexed, page numbered and attested and a receipt thereof from the complainant as well as 
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one set of information supplied be rendered for the record of the Commission before the next date of hearing.
Adjourned to 13.08.2008.

Sd/-

  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


24.6. 2008.

Uma
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/. DTO, Mohali.




.....Respondent.

CC No-757-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Balraj Singh complainant in person.


Sh. Malkiat Singh, Jr. Asstt., DTO, Mohali with letter of 



authority.
Order:

Sh. Balraj Singh vide his complaint dated 10.04.2008, stated that his application under Right to Information addressed to the PIO/DTO, Mohali has not been attended to.  The attached copy of the application does not bear any date neither the proof of the fee nor the receipt is attached.  Copy was sent to the concerned PIO.  The PIO vide letter dated 02.06.2008, stated that information had already been sent to Sh. Balraj Singh vide their letter dated 30.04.2008 and sent a copy thereof for the information of the Commission.  
2.

Today the complainant has given a letter dated 11.05.2008.  In which he acknowledged the reply but stated that the information had not been provided to him as per the proforma in which he had requested it.  However the letter does not answer the objections raised by the PIO.  The matter before this bench is a complaint against the PIO, where the complainant is asking for a fine of Rs. 25000/- to be imposed for delay on the PIO.  It is for the Commission to see whether the complaint is justified.  Therefore, the complainant should give para wise reply to the letter dated 30.04.2008 from the PIO (where allegation has made against the complainant) with copy to the Commission, so that the complaint may be taken up for consideration on the next date of hearing.  The representative of the PIO present in the court states that the information asked for by the complainant will be given in the form of CD before the next date of hearing.
To come up for consideration on 13.08.2008.
                                            Sd/-
  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)
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