STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

REGISTERED
Shri Jagmohan Singh, Editor,

Taja Masale – Punjabi Weekly Newspaper,

Opposite Channan Devi School,

G.T.Road, Salem Tabri, Ludhiana.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o S. D. M. (East), Ludhiana.





Respondent

CC No. 795 /2007

RESERVED ON 25.3.2008

AND

PRONONCED IN OPEN COURT ON​​​   29.04.2008
ORDER

1.

This order disposes of the request of the Respondent-PIO namely ShriJagwinderjit Singh Grewal, SDM Batala (formely SDM East Ludhiana) for recall of the order dated 6.11.2007 whereby a penalty of Rs. 25000/-(Twenty five thousand only) had been imposed upon him under Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005. The reasons given by the PIO for recall of the order imposing penalty is that the summons/orders sent by the Commission to him dated 20.9.2007 and 9.10.2007 were not received by him and, therefore,  he could not reply to the  show-cause for imposing penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005. Since the Respondent did not get the opportunity to show-cause against the imposition of penalty, the order imposing penalty is liable to be recalled as the Respondent has been denied opportunity of hearing and thus the order made is not in accordance with the principles of natural justice.

2.

On this plea of the Respondent, I vide my order dated 4.12.2007 
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stayed the recovery of the amount of penalty  and issued directions to the Respondent to bring the Receipt Register of the office of SDM(East) Ludhiana.  I also directed the Deputy Registrar  of the Commission to indicate as to in what manner,  the orders were sent to the Respondent. The Deputy Commissioner Ludhiana  was asked to depute a responsible officer to produce relevant record relating to the instant matter. The case was adjourned to 22.1.2008. 

3.

On 22.1.2008, the Respondent reiterated his earlier submissions and further  submitted that he had  received only one order i.e.  the order dated 6.11.2007 whereby the penalty had been imposed upon him.  As per  Deputy Registrar of the Commission, the orders of 20.9.2007  and 9.10.2007  were sent to the Respondent under Postal Certificate on 27.9.2007 and 17.10.2007 respectively. The Respondent PIO placed on record the photo copies of the pages of Receipt Register from 31.8.2007 to 13.11.2007. He further submitted that RTI application was submitted on 23.1.2007 to the PIO-cum-Sub Registrar(East) Ludhiana and the notice had been wrongly sent to the SDM(East) Ludhiana, though  it should have been sent to Sub Registrar(East) Ludhiana. It was directed that Shri Jagwinderjit Singh Grewal will make his written submission giving arguments/reasons in his defence as to why he is not at fault. The case was adjourned to 26.2.2008.

4.

Written submission on behalf of the Respondent has been filed. I have carefully gone through the entire material brought on the file. The penalty in
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 this case was imposed on 6.11.2007 in the absence of the Respondent. Prior to the issuance of this order of imposing penalty, an opportunity required under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 to show-cause against the imposition of penalty,  was ordered vide order dated 9.10.2007 in which it was stated as under:

“ He will also submit an affidavit showing cause as to why penalty not be imposed on him for the delay in providing information and as to why compensation not be given to the Complainant for the detriment suffered by him.”

It, therefore, has to be seen whether copy of the order dated 9.10.2007 was served upon the Respondent i.e. Shri Jagwinderjit Singh Grewal, PCS, the then SDM(East) Ludhiana. It has vehemently been submitted by Shri Priyank Bharti, Additional Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana that the pendency of the instant matter must be in the knowledge of the Respondent as he had on an   earlier date i.e. 7.8.2007 fixed in the case, got a fax message sent from ADC(Development) Ludhiana for adjournment of the case on the ground that the Respondent had been appointed as a Returning Officer for Municipal Corporation Elections held on 8.8.2007. From the circumstances pointed out by the ADC,  it can be presumed,  that the Respondent was aware of the date 7.8.2007 which was earlier fixed in the case.  Further, from this, it cannot be presumed that the

 future dates fixed in  the case were also in his knowledge unless it can be shown that the orders passed on 7.8.2007, 20.9.2007 and 9.10.2007 stood  communicated to him.  Further it has also been submitted by the learned ADC
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 that once knowledge of initial date is proved then it was duty of the Respondent himself to find out as to what were the subsequent dates fixed in the case. This presumption can be drawn in law in so far as the decision of the case on the issue of providing information is concerned. But the proceedings relating to  imposition of penalty are independent proceedings for which a separate notice/opportunity is required under the law by virtue of the provisions of the proviso to  Section  20 of the RTI Act, 2005.  In this view of the matter,  it has also to be found  whether  the order dated 9.10.2007, wherein the Respondent was called upon to show cause as to why penalty be not imposed upon him,  was actually served upon the Respondent. According to Deputy Registrar of the Commission,  the order dated 9.10.2007 was dispatched to the Respondent by U.P.C. Therefore, it cannot be said with any amount of certainty that the order dated 9.10.2007 was actually received by the Respondent. Imposition of penalty is in the nature of a quasi-criminal liability and, therefore, before imposing penalty, there has to be clear proof of service of show-cause notice to him. Mere knowledge of pendency of the case under Section 18 is not equivalent to service of notice of initiation of penal proceedings under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.


5.

It is true that there is no provision for review of the order passed by the Commission under the RTI Act, 2005. However, in certain eventualities,  the
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 orders passed by the statutory authorities can be reviewed/recalled under the inherent powers. Some of the circumstances in which inherent powers to review/recall  the orders earlier passed can be exercised, are where the  order has come to be passed without proper notice to the person adversely affected thereby or that there is an inadvertent clerical or typographical mistake in the order etc.  

6.

In the instant case, I have found that there is no firm proof of service  of the show cause order  to the Respondent namely Shri Jagwinderjit Singh Grewal. Therefore, I hereby recall the order dated 6.11.2007 imposing penalty of Rs. 25,000/-(Twenty Five thousand only) upon the Respondent under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005. As the Complainant has himself stated in  his affidavit dated 26.2.2008 that complete  information demanded by him has been supplied to him and that he is not praying for imposition of penalty,  I am of the view that no useful purpose will be served to initiate the proceedings for imposing penalty afresh against the Respondent Shri Jagwinderjit Singh Grewal after serving due show-cause notice. 

7.

The case is, therefore, disposed of/closed.

8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the Deputy Commissioner,  Ludhiana. 


                              Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.

                        Surinder Singh

Dated: 29.04. 2008



  State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB


    S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.




(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

REGISTERED

Sh. Sham Lal Saini,

# 50/30-A, Ramgali,

N.M.Bagh, Ludhiana.






Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary Power, 

Mini Secretariat, Punjab,

2nd floor, Sector 9, Chandigarh.











Respondent

CC No.742, 747, 900 & 901  of 2007

RESERVED ON 28.02.2008

AND

PRONONCED IN OPEN COURT ON​​​   29.04.2008
ORDER


Arguments in this case were heard on 28.02.2008 and the judgment was reserved. 

2.

Whether the 85th Amendment to the Constitution of India effected vide “THE CONSTITUTION (EIGHTY-FIFTH AMENDMENT) ACT, 2001”, has been implemented by the State of Punjab in letter and spirit is the underlying theme of the RTI requests made by the Complainant in these cases.  Whereas, the Respondents have untiringly been proclaiming that there has been no remissness on their part in giving effect to the instructions dated 15.12.2005 (in force with effect from 17.11.2005) issued by the State Government giving the benefit of ‘consequential seniority’ in cases of ‘promotion against reserved 
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points’, the Complainant has been quite vociferously expressing the grievance that the State of Punjab and its instrumentalities (like the Punjab State Electricity

Board) have not approached the question of implementation of the 85th Amendment in the right earnest.     

3.

To appreciate and view the rival submissions made by the parties, in its correct perspective, a peep into the historical background of the 85th

 Amendment effected in the Constitution of India, would be necessary.  Prior to the insertion of Clause ‘4-A’ in Article 16 of the Constitution of India, the provision relating to the reservation of appointments/posts in favour of any backward class of citizens was contained in Clause ‘4’   thereof.   In   Indra   sawhney’s   case,   it   was   ruled   by   the   Hon’ble   Supreme Court of India that the enabling provision in Clause ‘4’ supra does not permit the State to make reservations in the promotion cadres and that the operation of Clause ‘4’ was limited to the stage at which the initial appointments are made.  With a view to overcome the Constitutional impediment in the way of providing reservation for the backward classes (SCs & STs) in the promotional cadres, clause ‘4-A’ was added to Article 16 through the Constitution (77th Amendment) Act, 1995.  This clause as initially enacted did not provide for giving consequential seniority to the promotees who were given accelerated promotions pursuant to the reservation policy of the State.  However, the State, through the instructions issued by it, did grant
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 consequential seniority even in the case of accelerated promotions.  The issue was, therefore, raised before the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India.  The Apex 

Court, in Ajit Singh (II,) ruled that Clause ‘4-A’, as it stood at that time, did not

permit the grant of consequential seniority to the reserved point promotees.  The implementation of the holding in Ajit Singh (II) meant that even where the employees belonging to the backward classes were promoted prior to the general category senior persons, they did not shed their status of being junior to the general category seniors even in the promotional cadre.  In other words, despite their prior promotion, they remained junior to the erstwhile seniors and as and when the general category employees got promoted, they automatically assumed their senior position even in the promotion cadre.  This interpretation of the Constitutional provision in Article 16 (4-A), was sought to be set at naught by changing the basis of the decision to wit by effecting a Constitutional Amendment in Clause 4-A.  This was done through the 85th Amendment vide which after the

 words ‘in the matters of promotion’ the words ‘with consequential seniority’ were added.  The validity of the 85th Amendment was challenged before the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in M.Nagaraj.  While upholding the validity of the 85th Amendment, the Constitution Bench in M.Nagaraj laid down that the provision in Article 4-A supra was only an enabling provision and that it did not cast any mandatory obligation on the State to provide reservations in the promotional
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 categories in terms of the said article.  It is for the State to make provision for reservation (in the promotional cadres) for SCs & STs (and not OBCs) to the

 extent and in the manner deemed appropriate by it but remaining within the bounds prescribed by Article 16.  

4.

Pursuant to enabling provision of Article 16 (4-A), the State of Punjab has, through instructions dated 15.12.2005, provided for the grant of consequential seniority to  the reserved point promotees with effect from 17.11.2005.  These instructions come into force proprio vigore.  No further order, direction or notification is required to be issued by the State for making the instructions dated 15.12.2005 operative.  It, thus, means that all promotions against reserved points made after 17.11.2005 shall carry with it consequential seniority.  The only area of dispute that can survive after the issuance of the instructions dated 15.12.2005 is where a reserve point promotee complains that despite the instructions, he has not been granted consequential seniority.  In such a situation, information regarding this factual position can be obtained under the RTI Act, 2005, subject however, to the exemptions incorporated in the said Act.  The Information Commission, being a tribunal of limited jurisdiction, has to take cognizance of matters brought before it strictly as per the RTI Act, 2005.  

5.
           It is in the light of the aforementioned principles that the information
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 requests made in the instant cases have to be adjudicated upon. It is an admitted case between the parties that during the course of proceedings, the

 information demanded has been delivered. The only surviving grievance of the 

Complainant is that the instructions issued by the Govt. of Punjab on 15.12.2005 in terms of the 85th Amendment to the Constitution of India have not been implemented in practice. In other words, according to the Complainant, the seniority lists in the various Departments have not been recast in terms of the Punjab Govt. instructions dated 15.12.2005 (in operation with effect from 17.11.2005). In these premises, the Complainant prays that the Respondent be directed to implement the Punjab Govt. instructions dated 17.12.2005 by recasting the seniority lists and addressing all other incidental and consequential issues.

6.

During  the  proceedings,  the Complainant brought to the notice of the Commission that the Welfare Department has been informing the Departments of the Government of Punjab that the guidelines by the Department of Personnel will be issued and till then the implementation of the 85th Amendment may be held in abeyance. Whereas, the Representative of the Personnel Department has informed the Commission that since necessary instructions have been issued to implement the 85th Amendment and necessary steps are being taken by the Chief Secretary to get it implemented by all the 
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Departments, the question of issuance of fresh guidelines does not arise. More-over, the Under Secretary Secretariat Administration has informed the

 Commission  that the instructions issued by the Department of Personnel have been implemented in letter and spirit in the Punjab Civil Secretariat.

7.

It is noticed with concern that the process of implementation of the instructions of the Personnel Department dated 15.12.2005 is going on at a very slow pace. Therefore, necessary steps should be taken by the Respondents for its  speedy implementation and, if need be, the instructions of the Personnel Department be reiterated to all the Departments.

8.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

9.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties; Chief Secretary to Government of Punjab, 6th Floor, Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh;  Secretary Personnel, 6th Floor,  Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh;  Principal Secretary Welfare, Mini Secretariat Punjab, Sector:9, Chandigarh and Secretary, Punjab State Electricity Board, Patiala.









Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh





Surinder Singh

Dated: 29.04.2008




State Information Commission

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri H. B. Malhotra,

Kothi No. 569, Phase-2, Mohali.





Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector:17, Chandigarh.




Respondent

AC No. 418/2007

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Appellant.

Shri Jagdish Chand, Manager-cum-APIO, Shri S.K. Gupta, Estate Officer, Shri Darshan Kumar, Section Officer and Shri B.K.Garg, Dealing Assistant, office of PSIEC, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 25.3.2008 when the Respondent had pleaded that the information has been prepared and put up to the competent authority for approval. 
2.

Today, the Respondent states that the information has been approved by the competent authority and the same has been sent to the Appellant vide letter No. PSIEC/RTI/1393 dated 28.4.2008 with a copy to the Commission. The copy sent to the Commission is taken on record. 

3.

The Respondent further states that the information could not be supplied within a stipulated period as the same had to be got approved by the competent authority. Therefore, it is directed that the information be supplied to the Appellant free of cost. 
4.

On the perusal of the case file it  is noticed that the Appellant has not attended the court proceedings on 14.2.2008, 25.3.2008 and today i.e. 29.4.2008. 

5.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated : 29.04.2008


           State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ashok Kumar, J.E.(Retd.),

11322, Pavittar Nagar, 

Habowal Kalan, Ludhiana.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o  Estate Officer,

Punjab Agriculture University, Ludhiana.




Respondent

CC No. 216/2008

Present:
Shri  Ashok Kumar,  Complainant, in person.
Shri  Gurdip Singh Makkar, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the requisite information in the instant case has been supplied to the Complainant  and he further pleads that since the information has been supplied, the case may be closed. The Complainant confirms that he has received the information and is satisfied. 
2.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated : 29.04.2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jaswant Singh,

2525 B, Sector: 47-C, Chandigarh.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, 

Punjab Financial Corporation, 

SCO No. 95-98, Bank Square,

Sector: 17-B, Chandigarh.






Respondent
CC No.298/2008

Present:
Shri Jaswant  Singh, Complainant, in person.


Shri D.P. Soni,  AGM-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The case was last heard on 1.4.2008 when it was directed that the PIO will supply the requisite information to the Complainant by 20.4.2008 as demanded by  him vide Annexure P-4. 
2.

The Respondent states that the complete  information demanded as per Annexure P-4 has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter No. 4644 dated 15.4.2008 running into 256 sheets including 2 sheets of covering letter  and nothing has been left out.  He further states that noting portion has also been supplied. He pleads that since the information stands supplied, the case may be closed. 

3.

The Complainant states that he has been supplied complete information in the instant case and, therefore, he is thankful to the Punjab Financial Corporation as well as the State Information Commission for the same. He requests that since he has received the complete information, the case may be closed.
4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated : 29.04.2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Joga Singh,

S/o Shri Ajaib Singh,

Vill. Kukowal, Thana Mahilpur, 

District: Hoshiarpur.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Chief Engineer,

Distribution Circle,

Punjab State Electricity Board, Jalandhar.



Respondent

CC No. 72 /2008

Present:
Shri Joga Singh, Complainant, in person.
Shri Dev Raj, SDO-cum-APIO and Shri Pardeep Kumar, Revenue Accountant on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that the Complainant visited the office of PIO-cum-Sr. Executive Engineer, PSEB, Phagwara on 15.4.2008 at 1100 hrs as per the directions given on the last date of hearing on 27.3.2008 and identified the required  record. Accordingly he hands over the requisite information running into 64 pages to the Complainant in the court  today. Since the information has not been supplied within stipulated period as per the RTI Act, it is directed that the information be supplied free of cost. 
2,

The Respondent states that the information on three points is not available on record of the Division/Sub-Division.  It is accordingly directed that the PIO will submit an affidavit duly attested by Magistrate First Class  by 16.5.2008 in this regard to the Commission and will send a duly authenticated copy of the affidavit to the Complainant.
3.

Since the information available on record stands provided, the case is disposed of. However, the case will be reopened if the affidavit is not supplied to the Commission and a copy therefore is not sent to the Complainant by 16.5.2008.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.





Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated : 29.04.2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Joga Singh,

S/o Shri Ajaib Singh,

Vill. Kukowal, Thana Mahilpur, 

District: Hoshiarpur.







Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o District Education Officer (S), Hoshiarpur.



Respondent

CC No.73 /2008
Present:
Shri Joga Singh, Complainant, in person.
Shri Inderjit Singh, Deputy DEO-cum-PIO, Shri Narinder Singh, Junior Assistant, Shri Jagmohan Singh, Head Master and Shri Sukhwinder Singh, SS Master on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The case was last heard on 27.3.2008 when it was directed that the Complainant will visit the office of Deputy DEO-cum-PIO on 18.4.2008 at 11.00 A.M.  to inspect the record and identify the  information required by him. 
2.

The PIO states that the Complainant visited his office  on 18.4.2008 and he was handed over a copy of the index prepared by D.E.O. Office and the Headmaster of Khalsa Co-education High School Baddon for the inspection of the record but the Complainant did not inspect the record stating that the complete record is not available  with the D.E.O. Office Hoshiarpur.
3.

On the perusal of the index prepared by the  D.E.O. Office and the Headmaster of Khalsa Co-education High School Baddon   it is noticed that most of the record was available for inspection. The PIO states that the record is available with them today and the Complainant can inspect the record as per the index prepared by them.  It is directed that the Complainant will inspect the 
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record in the office of the Commission itself and the case will be taken up again at 1.00 P.M. today. 
4.

At 1.00 P.M. the Respondent  states that after the inspection and identification of record by the Complainant, the information running into 202(Two hundred two only) pages has been handed over to the Complainant today  as per his demand dated 12.8.2006. 

5.

The Headmaster-cum-PIO of the Khalsa Co-education High School Baddon states  that he has submitted an affidavit dated 24.3.2008 duly attested by the Executive Magistrate Mahilpur, District Hoshiarpur in respect of the information which is not available on the record of the school. Accordingly, it is directed that a photo copy of the affidavit duly attested be handed over to the Complainant. 

6.

The PIOs of the office of D.E.O. Hoshiarpur and Khalsa Co-education High School Baddon plead that since the information available on record has been provided to the Complainant and an affidavit in respect of the information, which is not available on record, has been submitted, the case may be closed. 

7..

Accordingly, the  case is disposed of.

8..

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and the PIO of the Khalsa Co-education High School, Baddon, District Hoshiarpur. 








Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated : 29.04.2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jaswinder Pal Singh Sohi,

VPO: KAINAUR, Tehsil: Chamkaur Sahib,

District: Ropar.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Public Instructions(SE),

Punjab, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.





Respondent

CC No. 2276/2008

Present:
Shri  Jaswinder Pal Singh Sohi, Complainant, in person.
Shri Vimal Dev, Senior Assistant, office of D.P.I.(S),  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the Principal of Khalsa Senior Secondary  School, Ropar could not supply a copy of the B.Ed. certificate of Shri Randhir Singh S/o Shri Karam Singh, who has been working as a JBT Teacher in the Khalsa High School Ropar, which is 95% Government Aided School. He further states that due to non-supply of the B.Ed. certificate of Shri Randhir Singh, the D.P.I.(S) has  stopped grant-in-aid of the Khalsa High School Ropar. He hands over a copy of these orders to the Complainant and submits a copy to the Commission. The Complainant requests that a copy of the B.Ed. certificate of Shri Randhir Singh be supplied to him immediately as it appears to be fake.
3.

It is directed that the PIO of the Khalsa High School Ropar will
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 appear in person alongwith personal file of Shri Randhir Singh, on the next date of hearing. It is also directed that the PIO of the office of D.P.I.(S) will also appear in person alongwith  report of the action  taken  against Shri Randhir Singh due to his fake B.Ed. degree.  It is also directed that D.P.I. will conduct an inquiry into the appointment of Shri Randhir Singh on the basis of fake degree. Report of the Inquiry along action taken be intimated to the Commission within a period of two months. 

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 03.07.2008.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the Principal, Khalsa Senior Secondary School, Ropar.
Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated : 29.04.2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mrs Meen Sharma alias Meena Arya,

# B-114/458-548, Keshav Nagar,

Near Dhobi Ghat, Hoshiarpur.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Social Security Officer,

Hoshiarpur.








Respondent

CC No. 238 /2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Joginder Singh, Junior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The District Social Security Officer, Hoshiarpur has informed the Commission vide his letter No. DSSO/HSP/2008/2168 dated 24.4.2008 that the Complainant in the instant case has made a written submission to him on 23.4.2008 that her Widow Pension Case has been approved by the competent  authority and she does not want to pursue her instant case any more and she has further requested that the case may be closed. He has sent an attested copy of the submission of the Complainant alongwth his letter dated 2.4.4.2008.  
2.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated : 29.04.2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Shamsher Singh Sohal,

# 430, Mota Singh Nagar,

Cool Road, Jalandhar.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director of Industries & Commerce,

Sector 17: Chandigarh.






Respondent
CC No.2454 /2007

Present:
None is present on behalf of Complainant.
Shri Jaspal Singh, Deputy Director-cum-APIO,  Shri Ravinder Singh, L.A., Shri Raj Kumar, Superintendent, Shri Kuldip Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Shri Sukhdev Singh, Kanungo and  and Mrs. Parminder Kaur, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER
1.

The case was last heard on 25.3.2008. As per  the  directions given on that day the Naib Tehsildar of Amritsar-1 attends the proceedings today. He submits information alongwith a copy of the Notification issued by the Department of Revenue and Rehabilitation(Consolidation Branch) vide Memo. No. 17/19/2002-CB-5/5192 dated 5.7.2007 stating that the land of Jumla Malkan or Mustarka Malkan  cannot be  divided into shares of the land owners and cannot be disposed of by way of selling the land. The land in question can be utilized for the common welfare of the village concerned. 
2.

The Respondent pleads that since the information has been supplied, the case may be closed. 

3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated : 29.04.2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Amandeep Goyal, Advocate,

Civil Courts,Phul, District: Bathinda.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Chairman, Punjab Pollution Control Board,

Patiala.








Respondent
CC No.239 /2008
Present:
Shri Rupinder Garg on behalf of Complainant.
Shri Surjit Singh, Assistant Environmental Engineer Bathinda  and Shri Pardeep Sharma, Law Officer on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER
1.

Shri Pardeep Sharma, Law Officer states that Shri Surjit Singh, Assistant Environmental Engineer Bathinda attended the proceedings on the last of hearing on 1.4.2008 and not Shri S.P. Garg , XEN-cum-OIO as has been written in the orders dated 1.4.2008. It is accordingly directed that revised orders dated 1.4.2008 be issued after making necessary correction.

2.

The Respondent states that the information on the basis of  response/comments made by the Complainant is ready and he hands over the same running into 4(four) sheets including one sheet of covering letter to the Complainant in my presence today.

 3.

The Advocate present  of behalf of the Complainant pleads that since the information has been supplied to him today, he wants  some time to study the same and submit his observations/comments, if any. Accordingly, it is directed that the Complainant will send his observations/comments on the information supplied to him today within a week to the Respondent with a  copy to the Commission and the Respondent will send his response,  if any, to the Complainant within next 7 days under intimation to the Commission. 
4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 22.5.2008.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated : 29.04.2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jaswant Singh,

H.No. 245-A, Gali No. 3 L,

Hari Darbar Colony, Kahnuwan Road, Gurdaspur.


Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Secretary, S.S.S. Board, Punjab,

SCO No. 156-160, Sector: 8,  Chandigarh.



Respondent

CC No.106/2008

Present:
Shri Jaswant Singh, Complainant, in person. 

Shri Jaswant Singh, Superintendent Grade-1-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing on 27.3.2008, the PIO submits an affidavit duly authenticated by the competent authority, which is handed over to the Complainant and a photo copy is taken on the record the Commission. The PIO pleads that since the information available on record has been provided to the Complainant and an affidavit in respect of the information, which is not available on record, has been submitted, the case may be closed. 
3.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated : 29.04.2008


           State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Lal Singh,

Dashmesh Nagar, Gali No. 4,

Faridkot.








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Divisional Soil Conversation Officer,

Faridkot.








Respondent

CC No.143/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Nachhattar Singh, Senior Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER
1.

The Respondent states that the information running  into 47(Forty Seven) pages prepared on the basis of identification made by the Complainant after inspection of the record on 26.3.2008 has been supplied to the Complainant on the same date and due receipt has been taken  from the Complainant. He  pleads that since the information has been provided to the Complainant, the case may be closed.   

2.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

3.

Copies  of the order be sent to both the parties.





Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                          Surinder Singh

Dated : 29.04.2008


           State Information Commissioner

