STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Er. Ranjit Singh, S/o Sh. Gurdial Singh
Old Cant 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: 


Er. Ranjit Singh, Complainant vide his complaint dated 20.05.2008 to the State Information Commission submitted that his application made to the Dean College Development Council/PIO, Punjab University, Chandigarh on 25.10.2007 in respect of information relating to affiliated college titled Baba Ke College of Edcuation, Mudki (Ferozepur) under the RTI Act had not been attended to.  The Dean of the office vide his letter dated 12.07.2008 stated that some information could be supplied by the Dean’s office and the remaining should be collected from the College Management.  The Complainant has not specified what information he has obtained and what was remaining in that application.  In any case, the present complaint which has been filed by him is not against the Punjab University with reference to his RTI application dated 25.10.2007, but against the College Management. 
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2.

According to the advice given by the PIO, he gave a fresh application under the RTI Act, with a requisite fees by draft to the Principal, Baba Ke College of Education, Mudki to get the information, who refused to receive the registered letter, as per the postal authorities.  He submitted the envelope alongwith the letter in original which is addressed to the Principal and has been “refused” on 17.01.2008 as per the report of the postman.  Thereafter, Er. Ranjit Singh brought the circumstances to the notice of the Under Secretary, Northern Regional Committee (NCTE), Jaipur on 05.02.2008 who directed the Principal to supply the information, but with no result.  Hence the complaint.  
3.

The Principal who is present in person stated that the college has received the various other letters mentioned by Er. Ranjit Singh from the Punjab University and from the Under Secretary Northern Regional Committee (NCTE), Jaipur etc and due reply has been sent to them.  As for the present application for which revised and registered notice was issued vide 25.07.2008 from the Commission (earlier one has been wrongly addressed).  He states that he has received the notice but has been extremely busy in attending the meeting in Jaipur and traveling from Jaipur to Chandigarh in connection with BEd counseling etc. and has not been in a position to attend to it.  
4.

After asking the Principal a few questions, it appears that the said college prima-facie does not fall within the definition provided in 2(h) of the Act defining “Public Authority”.  However, as statement is required to be made on oath in writing (Affidavit form) by the Principal stating clearly that none of the provisions of Section 2(h) are attracted in the case of the College before this can be considered.  

5.

In addition, although under Section 6(2) the Applicant making the request shall not be required to give any reason for requisitioning the information, yet due to the voluminous information sought by the Complainant.  It was considered appropriate to find out from him the necessity and the urgency of the information sought by him so that the Commission could give a considered 
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decision in the interest of transparency as well as “public interest including efficient operation of the Government, optimum use of limited fiscal resources -----“ as provided in RTI Act, 2005.  Er. Ranjit Singh stated that he in his official capacity as AEE had conducted an inspection regarding the electricity/power load of the college and had made a report against it to the PSEB and the Management of the College on its part registered an FIR against him alleging malafides in reiteration.  
6.

Even if the Principal of the said college files the required affidavit which proves that the college does not constitute a “Public Authority” under the Right to Information Act, 2005, even then it is entirely possible for the PIO of the Punjab University to access the information sought by the applicant, in terms of Section 2(f) defining information which states “information means any material in any form, including records, documents, memos, e-mails, opinions, advices, press releases, circulars, orders, logbooks, contracts, reports, papers, samples, models, data material held in any electronic form and information relating to any private body which can be accessed by the public authority under any other law for the time being in enforce.”  Therefore, it is necessary that the PIO/Punjab University, Chandigarh with reference to the RTI application dated 25.10.2007 made to that authority should access the necessary information from the said college and provide it to the applicant, under the Rules etc. of Affiliation.  


Adjourned to 22.10.2008.  

-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


26.08.2008

(ls) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gopal Kochhar, S/o Sh. Vinod Kochar

Gopal & Company

Shop No. 216, New Cloth Market

Bathinda, Punjab 









......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Financial Commissioner of Revenue

Punjab 









.....Respondent.

CC No-1072 of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Gopal Kochhar, Complainant in person.


Sh. Sajjan Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent on behalf of the 


PIO/FCR, Pb.
Order:


Sh. Gopal Kochhar, Complainant vide his complaint dated 18.05.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application 04.04.2008 in prescribed form ‘A’ with due payment of fee made to the address of PIO/FCR, Pb. had not been attended to and no information had been supplied.  Only copies of inter departmental communication asking other authorities to supply the information have been endorsed to them.  This in spite of fact that the fee asked to be deposited later along with registered envelope had duly been supplied to the PIO. 
2.

On his part, the APIO-cum-Superintendent, FCR’s office stated that full information had been supplied with respect of point nos. 1, 2, 3 and for point no. 4 which was pending in the field with the Commissioner/D.C Ferozepur instructions have been passed on to those authorities to supply the information to the Complainant directly. It is learned that they have supplied interim reply.  
3.

Regarding point no. 4, it is observed that the original application dated 4.4.2008 concerned a request for  details of proceedings and action taken 
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on his complaint and gave the number. However,  the said complaint is not added.  A copy of letter dated 13.07.2004 address to a host of authorities including the Finance Minister and six other authorities by registered post has been taken on record.  The APIO has brought the concerned file.  He is directed to allow the complainant to inspect the file.  After inspection, the Complainant may give the list in writing of the documents of which he wants a copy.  He may be given copies of any papers he needs to be paid for in cash by him to his RTI application duly indexed page-numbered and attested and to supply a set of the same for the record of the Commission.



With this, the matter is hereby disposed of. 

-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


26.08.2008

(ls) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Mohd, Shakeel, S/O Rahamdeen,

Mohalla Julahian Wala, near Islamia Kamboj,

Sr. Secondary School, Malerkotla(Sangrur).










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o S.D.M  Malerkotla





.....Respondent.

CC No-1123-of 2008: 
Present:
Mohd, Shakeel, Complainant in person.


Sh. Amandeep Singh Bhatti, Tehsildar Malerkotla on behalf of 


SDM., Malerkotla with letter of authority.
Order:


Complainant vide his complaint dated 29.05.2008 to the State Information Commission submitted that his application under RTI Act, 2005, dated 29.04.2008 made to the address of PIO/DC., Sangrur had not been attended to and no reply had been given to him except a copy of letter vide which the RTI application had been sent to the SDM., Malerkotla for further necessary action on 19.05.2008.  A copy of the complaint be sent to the concerned PIO.  The date of hearing fixed and both parties informed. 

2.

Today, the Tehsildar, Malerkotla Sh. Amandeep Singh Bhatti on behalf of the PIO has presented a letter dated 19.08.2008 addressed to Mohd. Shakeel with a copy to the State Information Commission along with the receipt of speed post vide which information (3 documents) four pages has been sent to him.  Mohd. Shakeel, Complainant confirms having received the information yesterday but states that he is not satisfied.  The original complaint of the application is regarding his representation dated 18.03.2008 (taken on record today) forwarded through the Revenue Department to the Deputy Commissioner in which he had requested for sanctioning of mutation of two plots on the basis of two “Hibas”.  He had asked for status of his representation.  However, he has 
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stated as translated “sanctioning of mutation on the basis of ‘Hibas’ has been completely stopped in Malerkotla, therefore, no action can be taken on the application of the Complainant.”  Upon further questioning, the Tehsildar, Malerkotla disclosed that earlier mutations were being entered/sanctioned on the basis of such unregistered “Hiba Namas”, but now due to specific directions such transactions are not being directly incorporated with the revenue record, entries of unregistered ‘Hiba Namas’ are not being made in the revenue record.  In the interest of transparency, he has been asked to state clearly the names/designation of the authority who has issued the fresh guidelines and to supply a copy thereof.  In case these instructions are not in writing, but are oral in that case also, this may be clearly stated.  The Tehsildar stated that an identical application made to the address of the PIO/SDM., Malerkotla is listed for 10th September, 2008 before the same bench and he would be supplying this information on that date, as this information is identical for both the cases.


Adjourned to 10.09.2008. 
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







   
State Information Commissioner 


26.08.2008

(ls) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Charanjit Singh Walia,

1879/2A, Inder Nagar,

Jalalabad (W) Distt. farozepur.










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar (W) Jalalabad.









.....Respondent.

CC No-1108-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.


None for the Respondent. 
Order:


Sh. Charanjit Singh Walia vide his complaint dated 19.05.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application under RTI Act dated 06.11.2007 made to the Tehsildar (W), Jalalabad had not been attended to within the stipulated period.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post.

2.

It is surprising that the PIO has neither appeared himself nor through representative and nor has he sent any communication giving the present status of the application under the RTI Act.  It was incumbent upon him to send a copy of any information given as well as his comments on reasons for delay etc. On his part, Sh. Charanjit Singh Walia is advised that he should apply for copies of the said mutation which are Revenue record, to the Patwari of the concerned village for ’Parat Patwar in case he requires the ‘Parat Sarkar’ containing the full order of the mutation and in case the said record has already been deposited by the Patwari with the record room in the Tehsil or District Headquarter then he should apply for it from those sources on the prescribed form and with due payment of fee as per the schedule laid down in the Land Revenue Act.  It is not the intention that revenue record should be 
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obtained through the RTI Act when it was already readily available to the Public even before  coming into force the RTI Act, 2005.  It is only when information has been applied for to the revenue authorities under the prescribed procedure with fee as per schedule of the Revenue Department and it is not made available, then the information should be applied for through the rout of RTI Act.  It is also pointed out that in the prescribed form of the Revenue Department many more details of the mutation are required to be given i.e. whether the mutation is in respect of sale or Varasat (succession) or partition etc. and the year of mutation and/or Khatauni number, khasra number etc. The rate for getting these documents is also different from the rate under the Right to Information Act 2005.  Sh. Charanjit Singh is advised to exhaust the mode of seeking Revenue record as per prescribed mode and to supply to the PIO for the same only if they are not made available.  However, it may be that Sh. Walia had already applied for information to the above source and had not got it and, therefore, approached the PIO/Commission.  
3.

One more opportunity is given in the interest of justice to state whether that is the case.  The Tehsildar concerned may also report on this aspect and supply the information to Sh. Charanjit Singh Walia if applied for from the Revenue Authorities under prescribed rules on payment of fee laid down under the schedule of Revenue Act and report to the Commission.  


Adjourned to 22.10.2008. 
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


26.08.2008

(ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Manjeet Singh Khalsa, Panch, 
S/o Sh. Sohan Singh,

V&PO Ladhana Jhikka,
Distt. Nawanshahar.










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Secy., Education Department(Schools),
Punjab, Punjab Mini Secretariat, 
Sector 9, Chandigarh.





.....Respondent.

CC No-1117-of 2008: 
Present:
None for the Complainant.


Sh. Hardeep Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent on behalf of the 


Secy., Education Department, Chd.
Order:


Sh. Manjeet Singh, Complainant vide his letter dated 15.05.2008 stated that his application under RTI Act dated 27.03.2008 made to the address of PIO/Secretary Education, Punjab with due payment of fee had not been attended to and incomplete information had been supplied to him.  He stated that no information have been given to him on three out of five points listed by him in his application.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO.  The date of hearing fixed for today and registered notice of hearing sent to both the parties vide notice dated 17th July, 2008.
  Another letter dated 26.07.2008 was received on 08.08.2008 stating that he has still not got any information.  
2.

Today, none is present on behalf of the Complainant.  Sh. Hardeep Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent, Education, IV Branch is present and states that full information has been supplied.  He referred to letter dated 08.08.2008 with a copy endorsed to the State Information Commission vide which information has been supplied on the remaining points no. 3, 4 and 5.  I have gone through the same and find that it is satisfactory.  
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3.

The APIO states that this information has been sent by registered post and he is taken at his word.  The Complainant had due and adequate notice of more than one month for today’s hearing.  In case he had any submission to make he would have appeared, since he has not done so.  It is presumed that he has received the information and he is satisfied.  



With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of.  

-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


26.08.2008

(ls) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.R.K.Garg,

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

Fatehgarh Road, Hoshiarpur.










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o DPI(Colleges) Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.









.....Respondent.

CC No-1121-of 2008: 
Present:
Sh.R.K.Garg, Complainant in person.


Smt. Maninder Dhillon, Deputy Director, Education for APIO.



Mrs. Jaswinder Kaur, Joint Director.



Sh. Darshan Kumar Verma, Senior Assistant (dealing hand).


Sh. Raj Kumar Bhalla on behalf of the PIO/Principal, DAV 


College.
Order:


The representative of the PIO has stated that full information required by Sh. R.K.Garg has been supplied to him vide letter dated 29.04.2008 addressed to him through registered letter by the Principal of the DAV College, Dr. Janmit Singh.  Copy of the certificates to refresher courses has also been supplied to him with that letter, nothing more is due.  Sh. R.K.Garg states that the information asked for by him has not been supplied.  He had stated in his application dated 10.03.2008 :-

“As per your memo under reference (copy enclosed for ready reference), the Principal, DAV College, Hoshiarpur has sent my case of pay verification in senior scale to your office as per their letter number 8400 dated 11.12.2001.  Your office has raised some objections and did not approve my senior scale Now you are requested to supply me duly authenticated photo copies of duly attested photo copies of certificates of two refresher courses done by me which were sent along with the case of my senior scale by Principal, DAV college, Hoshiarpur to your office as per their letter no. 8400 dated 11.12.2001.  This information is urgently required by me under right to information act, 2005”.
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2.
He stated that the information which has been supplied to him through letter dated 29.04.2008 does not have authenticated photo copies of the attested photo copies which had been sent by the Principal DAV College, Hoshiarpur to the DPI with their letter dated 11.12.2001 which is very clear from the fact that the photo stat copies provided to him have been attested on 25.09.2002 and not before 11.12.2001.  Therefore, it is very clear that photo stat provided to him are not actually the ones which had been attached to the letter dated 11.12.2001.  These are required since in reply to his writ petition in the High Court, the said college has stated that the Complainant gave forged copies of certificates of refresher courses.  

3.
The PIO office of DPI(College) is hereby directed to ensure that the necessary information is made available to Sh. R.K.Garg by requisitioning same from the DAV College, Hoshiarpur and providing it to him as per the provisions of Section 2(f) of the Act.  While giving the said documents, the covering letter may give reference to his RTI Application alongwith details of documents being supplied and also state that they are true copies of attested photo stat copies available on record of the college.


Adjourned to 08.10.2008. 
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


26.08.2008

(ls) 
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 with letter of authority Sh. Lakhwinder 


Singh, Complainant.


Sh. Gurcharan Singh, Patwari, Halqa Khrabgarh on behalf of 


the PIO/DC., Patiala.

Order:


Sh. Surinder Singh authorized representative of Sh. Lakhwinder Singh, Complainant is present today and he states that full information has been received in respect of question no. 3 and question no. 4 of his application under RTI Act dated 12.12.2007 made to the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala in respect of surplus land.  This information has been received only on 22.08.2008.  However, no information has been given in respect of the point nos. 1 and 2. The Patwari, Halqa Khrabgarh, Sh. Gurcharan Singh states that he has been deputed only to deliver the information.  He is carrying the bunch of papers which contains inter departmental communications from the APIO addressed to the Naib Tehsildar, Dhudhan Sadhan, Tehsildar, Patwari, Kanungo Agrarian, as well as the papers forwarded by the Commission.  He stated that he has no papers to deliver to the Commission and neither has he had any further information of the case.  Even the set of papers supplied to the Complainant already has not been brought for the record of the Commission.  This attitude of the PIO/office of Deputy Commissioner is decried and serious notice taken of it.  It may be noted that in future, the PIO should either attend himself or send an official not lower 
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than the rank of APIO with full knowledge of the case to attend the Commission’s hearing.  
2.

A copy of the reply dated 22.08.2008, addressed to the State Information Commission with a copy to Sh. Gurcharan Singh has been taken from the Complainant and placed on record of the Commission.  It consists of a single page and it is seen that in respect of question no. 1 and 2, it has been noted that “concerned record is not available and, therefore, the information can not be prepared”.  This is unacceptable.  This is record of a permanent nature which is required to be kept safely by the Department of Revenue.  It may be traced out and if it can not be traced out, responsibility be fixed for the loss of the same.  Further, it should be got reconstructed from all sources where copies may be available.  In addition, if it cannot be found and responsibility also can not be fixed, the competent authority may take steps to register an FIR in the matter.  
3.

Such important record concerning about 400 acres of surplus land required to be allotted further to eligible persons is to be  kept properly and can not be allowed to go missing with impunity.  While the State Information Commission has been given the responsibility of ensuring that in the interest of transparency citizens are permitted access to the record, it is equally its duty to ensure the safety of the record as well as to go to the root of the matter, in case any PIO declines to give information with the excuse that “record is not available”.  
2.

The PIO is hereby directed to immediately unearth the said record and to give information to the Complainant under due receipt and to produce a copy of the report fixing responsibility/further action initiated on the loss of record.


Adjourned to 22.10.2008.  

-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


26.08.2008

(ls) 
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. Prem Nath, APIO-cum-Supdt, O/O DPI(S)



Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Dealing Asstt. O/O DPI(S) for the PIO.

Order:

Sh. Paramjit Singh, Advocate, complainant, vide his complaint dated 10.4.08 stated that his application dated 10.4.08 and earlier application dated 3.12.07 made to the DEO(E) for certified copy of the information have not been attended to. He stated that he had filed an Appeal in the Directorate but even thereafter he has not succeeded in getting  the information. Hence the complaint. A full set of papers sent by the Paramit Singh was forwarded to the PIO and the date of hearing fixed for today and both the parties informed through registered post.
2.
Today, none is present for the complainant.  On behalf of the PIO,  APIO-cum-Supdt. And Dealing Assistant are present.  They have not brought any self-speaking reply regarding  the status of the complaint.  However, from the  papers appended to the complaint it is seen that the PIO/DEO(E) Faridkot has vide his letter dated 17.12.07 stated that the information sought is covered u/s 8(3) of the Act and fell under exempted category. He has been advised to file an appeal before the Appellate Authority  i.e. DPI(E) Punjab Chandigarh, if felt necessary.
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3.
Today, the representative of the DEP(S) present before me  stated  that the case concerns the ETT Teacher and that cadre falls under the jurisdiction of DPI(E) but the question of promotion from Elementary Teacher to Master Cadre falls within the jurisdiction of DPI(S). Therefore DPI(S) is the respondent.

4.
DPI(S) is hereby directed to produce the concerned file of promotion of these four employees asked for by the applicant, in the Commission so that the contents may be seen and it may be considered  whether the exemption u/s  8(3) taken by the lower office is justified.


Adjourned to 22.10.08.  
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


26.08.2008

(ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

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:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.

Order:


Smt. Raksha Gupta vide her letter dated 02.05.08 stated that her application under RTI dated 20.03.08 with due payment of fee addressed to the Secretary Education, Punjab had not been attended to.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and a date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post on 15.07.08.  
2.

Today, none is present.  Smt. Raksha Gupta has been asked to send copies of the compliant sent by her mentioned in point no. 1 and 2 of her application dated 20.03.2008 under RTI Act, so that record of the Commission is complete.  In the interest of justice one opportunity is given to both the parties.


Adjourned to 22.10.2008.  
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


26.08.2008

(ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sikander Singh, S/o Sh. Mukhtiar Singh

Village Sada Singh Wala

Tehsil & Distt.- Moga










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner

Moga 








.....Respondent.

CC No-1087-of 2008: 
Present:
Sh. Sikander Singh, complainant in person.



Shri Charan Pal, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O DC Moga.



Sh. Mandeep Kumar, Clerk, O/O DC Moga for the PIO.

Order:
 
Sh. Sikandar Singh, Typist, vide his complaint dated 8.5.08 made to the State Information Commission  stated that his application dated 20.2.07/4/1/08 under the RTI Act made to the PIO/D.C.Moga had not been attended to. A set of papers/complaint was forwarded to the PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed.

2.
Today, APIO-cum-Supdt.  has drawn my attention to letter dated 28.7.07 addressed to Sh. Sikander Singh with copy endorsed to the Commission vide which full information has been supplied to him vide letter dated 4.3.08. Sh. Sikander Singh also confirmed having received full information. The PIO has also submitted a letter dated 21.8.08 addressed to the Commission  confirming the same request that the said complaint be filed. Sh. Sikander Singh is very dissatisfied with the present allotment of Booth No. 3 as he states that it is situated under the 11 KN tower and he is very keen that he should be allotted the Booth No.  1-A where he  presently sits and is working and  which is also lying vacant. It has been explained to Sh. Sikander Singh that it does not lie within the jurisdiction of the Commission to order any action to be taken. However, both the officials of 
CC-1087/08                                                                                    -2

the D.C.office  confirmed that  Booth No. 1-A where he is presently working is vacant and  not allotted to any person but stated that they have not visited the spot of Booth No. 3  where 11 KV Electricity Tower is located. 
3.
Armed with the information he has been able to get under the RTI act,  Sh. Sikander Singh may approach the Competent Authority in the Executive (in this case the Deputy Commissioner) with his request for allotment of another site. With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of.








-Sd-





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


26.08.2008

(ptk)
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. Mukhtar Singh  Pannu,  complainant in person.

Sh. Gurjit Singh, Sr. Assistant, on behalf of the PIO/Secretary Health and F.W.

Order:
 
Dr. Mukhtar Singh Pannu vide his complaint dated 27.5.08 stated that his application dated 8.8.07 under the RTI Act made to the address of Secretary Health and Family Welfare had not been attended to and no information provided till date. A copy of full set of papers(13 pages) sent with the complaint was sent to the PIO and the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed.

2. Today, Shri Gurjit Singh on behalf of the APIO has stated that information has been provided to the complainant vide letter dated 26.8.08. Dr. Mukhtar Singh confirms having received these papers today. He further states that the information supplied  covers point point 3 (a) and 3(d) but no information has been given to him regarding point 1,2, 3(b), (c) and (e).

3. The PIO is hereby directed to make all out efforts to  search all papers and give the information immediately. It is a sad commentary on the O/O PIO that it has not been possible to give the required information after a year and 20 days ! 
4. The PIO/O/O Secretary Health and Family Welfare is hereby asked to show cause as to why action should not be taken against him under the 
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provisions of the Section 20(1) of the RTI Act dealing with penalties for the delay in providing the information. He may note that in case he does not file his written reply at least one week from the next date of hearing and also does not appear himself or through his representative, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission will proceed further to take  action against him ex-parte. The PIO is further directed to immediately supply the remaining information with covering letter duly indexed, page marked and attested. He should produce compliance report along with receipt from the applicant and a set of papers supplied for the record of the Commission without fail on the next date of hearing..
Adjourned to 22.10.08.








-Sd-
 





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


26.08.2008

(ptk)
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:
Sh. Gurbachan Singh on behalf of Sh. Dawinder Singh, complainant.


Sh. Satnam Singh, Sadar Kanungo O/O DC Gurdaspur, for the PIO.
Order:    
Sh. Gurbachan Singh, authorized representative of Sh. Dawinder Singh vide his complaint dated 19.5.08 stated that his application in form A under RTI Act  containing 26 points with due payment of fee made to the address of PIO/DC Gurdaspur had not been attended to. Although he had received information vide letter dated 17.4.08. However,he states that it is incomplete. He has today presented a letter dated 26.8.08 giving the deficiencies point-wise.  Except for point No. 1, 2,3 (in part) and 22, information supplied is deficient on all other points. A copy of the letter dated 14/8/08 has been supplied to Sh. Satnam Singh, Sadar Kanungo, D.C.office Gurdaspur. He is directed to make up deficiencies strictly in accordance  with the original application
2. The PIO may give a report on action taken efforts made  to locate/procure the record and to fix the responsibility for the loss thereof. If it cannot be found, reconstruct the record from all source and fix the responsibility and to lodge FIR, as a simple answer that the record is not available is not acceptable particularly when the record is concerned revenue record involving property rights.

Adjourned to 22.10.08. 
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


26.08.2008
(ptk) 
