State Information Commission Punjab

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

Sushil Kumar






Complainant



Vs.

Municipal Council, Malerkotla



Respondent.






CC No.376 of 2006.

Present:  
Shri S.K.Bawa, Advocate, for complainant.




Shri Vikas Uppal, Inspector, M.C. Malerkotla, for Respondent.
ORDER:

The complainant vide his complaint dated 16.8.06 had stated that information sought by him as per his request dated 17.4.06 under the Right to Information Act, has not been supplied to him. The complaint along with his earlier letters dated 4.5.06, 23.5.06 and 12,6,06 had been sent to the Public Information Officer for his response within 15 days on 23.8.06. However, no reply was received and the case was entrusted to this Court for hearing on 12.9.06. In the meantime, the Municipal Council, Malerkotla vide their letter dated 8.9.06 received in this office on 18.9.06, sent a letter to this Commission, in the  last Para of which the Commission has been assured that what ever record was available, authenticated copies  thereof have already been supplied to the complainant. The complainant has also been called personally and shown the full record. However, the Council  did not endorse a copy of the same letter to the complainant and a copy of it has been supplied to him today. The complainant has asked  for some time as he would like to consider the reply and point out the deficiencies, if any, within 2 weeks. The complainant should send his reply in writing with a copy to the Municipal Council. Thereafter, the Municipal Council is hereby directed to remove the deficiencies and supply full information directly in accordance with the original application dated 17.4.06 by 10th November under due receipt and compliance report be filed in this office on the next date of hearing on 15th November, with a copy of the information supplied for the record of the Court.

Adjourned for 15th November ,06.








(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


State Information Commissioner.

11th Oct,2006.

State Information Commission Punjab




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

Shri M.R.Singla





---Complainant



Vs.

Irrigation Department, Punjab.


---Respondent.






CC No.368 of 2006.
Present:  

Sh. M.R.Singla, himself …………..for complainant.





Smt. Nirmal Rani, Asstt.,  and





Smt. Harminder Kaur, Asstt……… for Respondent.
ORDER:

Heard.


 Shri M.R.Singla, vide his complaint dated 22.8.06 submitted that information asked for by him vide his letter No. 66 dated 27.2.06 on 7 points listed fro, (a) to (g) with requisite fee of Rs. 50/-, has not been supplied to him by the P.I.O/Joint Secretary Irrigation, Punjab, Chandigarh. On 2.3.06, the Department has asked for certain clarifications which were admittedly supp`lied to them on 30.3.06. The complaint was referred to the P.I.O. on 24.8.06 for their response. When none was received, the case was entrusted to this court for consideration.
2. On 8.9.06, a letter addressed to the Deputy Registrar, was received in this Commission from the Special Secretary Irrigation, stating that Shri M.R.Singla, XEN (Retd.) had been given full information in connection with the complaint No. 66, dated 27.2.06 and No. 21-Spl. as per photo copies enclosed vide letter dated 30.3.06,(total fifteen pages including 3 covering letters i.e. net 12 pages). (The dealing hand stated in the court that application No.21-Spl. was  identical  to application No.66.) It was also stated therein that the applicant had expressed his satisfaction with the receipt of information received. However, the applicant stated that he had received net 11 pages and not 12. The covering letter dated 30-06-06 addressed to him stated that the information was being supplied to the applicant  consisting of 11 pages. Shri M.R. Singla also confirmed that he had 
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been asked to pay for 11 pages, he had paid for 112 pages and had also been supplied 11 pages only. In fact the information on the 12th page signed by the Administrative Officer-1 contains the gist of information, in the format requested for by the applicant. A copy of the same has been supplied to him today. With this, he got the information which was required by him.

3.
Shri M.R.Singla, applicant, however, submitted that he had asked for information regarding 530 Temporary Engineers(T.Es) and not in respect of 29 TEs only.  I have seen his applications dated 27.2.06 and clarifications dt. 30.3.06 He had stated therein that he wanted the information on the basis of grant of Selection Grade granted to T.Es Vide Punjab Govt. letter Nos.9/42/83-IIPPII/13253, dated 18.6.86, 9/42/83-3IPPII/21512-14 dated 18.9.95 a and 9/42/83-3IPPIII/6319, dated 10.4.95. It is observed that it has not been specified in the information provided there are no other T.Es in addition to the list of 29 T.Es supplied in this 12th page. It is, therefore, directed that the P.I.O. may now authenticate that the list has complete information as required by the applicant before this case can be considered as satisfactorily disposed of.

 4.
As regards the letter No. Spl./21, dated 30.3.06 made to the P.I.O Sh. M.R. Singla has confirmed to me that the clarification given in that case also renders the application identical to the letter No.66 presently under consideration. Mr. M.R.Singla has filed a complaint with respect to No. Spl./21 also in the Commission and that has been given Sr. No. 441. Mr. M.R.Singla has specified that both Spl./21 and 66 are on the same subject and on an identical point. Therefore, CC No. 441/06 is hereby clubbed with the present CC-368 of 2006 and will also be considered as disposed of in the same manner as detailed in para-3 above. 








SD:






                   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)
State Information Commissioner.

11.10.2006

State Information Commission Punjab

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

Shri M.R.Singla






---Complainant



Vs.

Irrigation Department, Punjab.




---Respondent.





CC No.369 of 2006.


Present:  
Sh. M.R.Singla, himself …………..for complainant.





Smt. Nirmal Rani, Asstt.,  and





Smt. Harminder Kaur, Asstt……… for Respondent
ORDER:

 M.R.Singla has filed a complaint that information sought by him with response No. 74-75, dated 9.3.06 has not been supplied to him by the P.I.O/Special Secretary Irrigation, Punjab. The matter was referred to P.I.O. for his response with in 15 days on 24th August, but no reply was received , where after the case was entrusted to this Court for consideration. No reply has been received and neither the Assistant present in the Court brought any communication with her.

2. However, I have noticed that in CC-368/06, in connection with his application No.66 dated 27.2.06, which was also heard today, a letter dated 20.9.06 has been addressed to the Commission in respect of CC-346/06, cc-349/06, CC348/06, CC347/06, CC-345/06, CC369/06 and CC417/06 are en-block. In this letter, it is stated that Sh..M.R.Sngla had been asked to supply the exact information required in his application No.46 dated 10.2.06. 5-6 letters have been issued to him but he did not give any clarification. I have seen that all those communications are based on it with respect to application  No. 46 only. In Para 3 it is mentioned that whenever the new  Principal Secretary takes over, the said complainant makes threats of sue-side which have to be referred to the Police Department and under threat of Police action, he has taken back his threats. In Para 4 it is stated that there are his application No. 346/06,349/06,348/06, 347/06, 345/06, 369/06 (mentioned always) and 47 may be filed.
3.
is observed that no doubt  the complainant has given a large number  of complaints and has also gone to Court. All the same, this letter dated 20.2.06 which is specific to his application No.46 dated 10-2-06 discussed in para-2 before  cannot be applied in this bulk fashion of all cases on the analogy although those applicants are not identical. The response of the Department to be specific to the application.

4.
The department may supply him the reply by 10th of November under due receipt and file a copy in this Court on the next date of hearing on the 15th November so that the matter may be considered for disposal.

Adjourned for 15th November, 2006.









SD:







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)
State Information Commissioner.

11th October, 2006.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Sham Lal Gulati

Vs.

D.C. Moga
Complaint Case No.- 02-2005:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri Paramjit Singh, A.C/Public Grievance Officer,



On behalf of P.I.O./D.C. Moga
Order:

Heard.

A telegram has been received from the complainant that due to the demise of his relatives, he has not been able to attend the hearing today. Shri Paramjit Singh, A.C-cum-Public Grievances Officer, on behalf of Deputy Commissioner, Moga states that he is presently under transfer to Tarn Taran, whoc has been deputed by the Deputy Commissioner t6o attend the hear4ing today. He states that the reply in respect of the information sought has already been sent to the complainant vide No. 29/RIA dated October 06, 2006 with a copy to this Commission, which is a photo-stat copy of Section 17 of the Indian Registration Act, 1908 Part III of Registerable Documents.

From a perusal of the request of the complainant, it is observed that the applicant wishes to know under while Rule, the sale of roof of his house has been registered and the answer is not to the point as the reply which is sought is – whether  the sale of roof only is permissible, which appears to relate to Local Building Laws. As such, the Deputy Commissioner/P.I.O. should have correctly referred the matter to the Municipal Council/Town Planner/Office of Urban Development, if any, where, in Moga such sales have been permitted and if so under what circumstances, the Local Body would definitely have some views/valid instructions on this point which may include depth of foundation of the 
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original building/Load Bearing Capacity of the present roof etc. and many such other concerns. The correct course for the P.I.O./Deputy Commissioner is now to get the information from the Competent Authority and supply it to the complainant. For this, an adjournment is being given for which it is directed, the said information may be got supplied to the applicant by 03-11-2006 under due receipt, after getting it from the required quarters and report of compliance along with copy of the order supplied, may be filed in this court on the next date of hearing on November 08, 2006.


In case, the applicant has received the necessary information.


Adjourned to November 08, 2006.









Sd:
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

October 11, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. M.P. Goswami
Vs.

Excise & Taxation Punjab
Complaint Case No.- 225-2006:

Present:
Shri M.P. Goswami, Advocate/Complainant, in person.


Shri Hardeep Singh, Asstt. Excise &Taxation Commissioner, Pb.
Order:

Heard.


The information sought vide paras 4-A and B in terms of my order dated September 27, 2006, has been supplied today through court although the case has been adjourned to October 18, 2006. The date – October 18, 2006 – appears to have been written mistakenly  since both state that I had announced October 11, 2006 as the next date of hearing during the previous hearing and they are both present today in accordance with that order.


Shri M.P. Goswami confirms receipt of the letter dated October 10, 2006 providing him the required information. However, he states that the information supplied earlier vide order dated September 22, 2006 of the Department is not complete as names of Units have been deliberately left out rather concealed and he stated that the name of M/s Gandhi Oil Mills. Pvt. Ltd, Abohar, which had been issued Eligibility Certificate by the Industries Department, Punjab and which had applied to the Excise & Taxation Department and had been granted exemption also does not find mention in that list. There are also others. As per his knowledge, the list of 34l Units supplied is incomplete and is only 50% of the total number of cases where such exemptions are given, which are more than to the tune of 80. He states that this is a serious flagration of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and in fact amounts to contempt of court, since the information is incorrect, incomplete and therefore misleading. He also states that

 the court may consider penalty for such conduct by the erring Public Information Officer  which is deliberate.
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The P.I.O. and the Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner, representing the P.I.O. are hereby directed to give the correct and complete information along with a certificate that, in addition to the list given, there are no other cases which could fall within the list of Information sought by the applicant. For this, he is given further time till November 10, 2006 and file compliance report in this court on November 15, 2006.


In addition, the P.I.O. as well as his representative are hereby given an opportunity under the proviso to Section 20 of the Act dealing with penalties to show cause why action, as provided therein should not be initiated against them, This explanation should also be filed, in this court on November 15, 2006 without fail.



Adjourned to November 15, 2006.









Sd:

   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



State Information Commissioner

October 11, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Kedar Nath
Vs.

Technical Education Punjab.
Complaint Case No. 373-2006:

Present:
Shri Kedar Nath, complainant, in person.


None for the Respondent-Department.
Order:

Heard.


Shri Kedar Nath had made a complaint dated August 17, 2006, received in this office on August 22, 2006. The information asked for by him vide his letter dated May 10, 2006, as per Form-A with requisite fee of Rs.50/- from the Principal-Secretary, Technical Education Department, Punjab, had not been supplied to him till date. He also stated that he had been charged more than Rs.20/- extra, as per the new instructions for the supply of the information at Rs.10/- per page, whereas he could have been charged Rs.4/- for two pages as per the new instructions dated July 17, 2006. Vide his letter dated October 11, 2006, he also stated that the information supplied was incomplete in respect of Items (a) and (b) of this aqpplication. For item (c), copy of the order has not been supplied and for ‘D” no answer has been given.

I have gone through the questions posed in Form-A and the replies and and information supplied by the P.I.O. I find that the information has been supplied as per the questions asked. It was explained to the applicant that under the Right to Information Act, 2005, such information, as is available and is asked for, can be supplied, but if the P.I.O. categorically  states that certain information
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 is not available on their record, it cannot be supplied. It was also explained to him that this court can enable the citizen to get the information required by him, but cannot go further to provide remedy for perceived grievances.

Further, his complaint that he was asked to give illegal extra charges, the explanation of the Department with new instructions had not reached for and the fee was taken as per the old schedule. However, the applicant may be returned the extra money out of Rs.20/- taken from him. Since the information supplied is only of two pages. The complainant also states that the information has been supplied to him late for which compensation should be given to him. Since full information asked for is supplied to him, I do not feel necessary to proceed under Section 20 (d) of the Act dealing with penalties. However, the P.I.O. of the Technical Education Punjab may sanitize his staff/office to the necessity of sending the information on time. The concerned official should be warned to be careful in future.

The matter is disposed of.

   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

October 11, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Himmat Singh
Vs.

Deputy Commissioner, Mohali.
Complaint Case No.-374-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Hari Singh, Kanaungo, S.K. Branch, D.C. Office, Mohali

Order:


Shri Hari Singh has stated that the applicant had asked for                   Fard Badr in respect of his father’s share in land, which is mushtarka malkaqna in the village. He has asked for correction of his father’ share in mushtarka malkana land of village Mauli Bidwan. The Kanungo on behalf of the Public Information Officer-cum- Distt. Revenue Officer has stated that the information is being collected from the Tehsildar and requested for some more time. It was observed that there is no scope of giving adjournments by the Commission as the time limit of one month for supply of informat6ion had already been fixed under the Act itself which has elapsed long ago in respect of the application dated July 03, 2006. However, the A.P.I.O. is directed to supply the information to the applicant by the 10th of November under due receipt and to report compliance in this court on the next date of hearing, that is, November 15, 2006 along with a copy of the information supplied.


Adjourned to November 15, 2006.

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

October 11, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Vipin Kumar Badwar

Vs.

Commissioner, Ferozepur Div.
Appeal Case No.  074 of  2006.
Present:
None for the appellant.


Shri Sukhwant Singh, Clerk, Office of D.C., Ferozepur.
Order:

Shri Sukhwant Singh Clerk has presented a letter dated October 10, 2006 from the Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur stating that he has just joined as Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur on October 09, 2006 and all officers of the District are under transfer and many of the officers who had been posted in this district have not yet joined. Hence, he has prayed that he may be given 15 days’ time to prepare and submit the reply to the Hon’ble Commission.  Under the circumstances the request of the P.I.O. is allowed and the case is adjourned to November 15, 2006.

A copy of the First Appeal filed before the next higher authority, i.e. the Commissioner, Ferozepur Division and status should be supplied.








Sd:-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

October 11, 2006.




State Information Commission Punjab



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

Shri Parveen Kumar




Complainant



Vs.
Executive Officer, M.C.gurdaspur.


Respondent.





CC No. 331 of 2006.
Present:  

None for complainant





None for the respondent Deptt.

ORDER:


The complainant Shri Parveen Kumar, S/O Sh. Puran Chand, R/O H.No. 431-15, Sadar Bazar, C/O P.K Foam Agency, Gurdaspur has filed a complaint dated 3.7.06 in the Commission (without any enclosures), which was received  on 7.7.06. Vide this Commission’s letter dated 27.7.06, the applicant was asked to supply his original application dated 19.5.06, made to the Public Information Officer which was supplied by the complainant vide his letter dated 1.8.06, 19.5.06, receipted in this Commission on 8.8.06. Thereafter, the case was entrusted to this Court on 28.8.06 and  was  fixed for hearing  on 11.10.06. On the said date of hearing,  none  appeared on behalf of the complainant or the P.I.O.



However, a  letter dated 5.9.2006 was received in this Commission  on 22.9.06 addressed by P.I.O to the complainant vide which the required information had been supplied  to the complainant and a copy of the same endorsed to this Court stating that the request for information had been fulfilled .
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as per the Act. A letter dated 10.10.06 was also received by fax from the M.C.Gurdaspur, being the photocopy of the receipt given by the complainant  Sh. Parveen Kumar that he has since received the information to his satisfaction and that the case pending before this Court may be filed.



The case is disposed of accordingly.













Sd:-

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner.

October 11, 2006. 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Santokh Singh

Vs.

Warehousing Corporation.

Complaint Case No. CC-371-2006:

Present:
Shri Santokh Singh, complainant, in person.



Shri M.M.Chadha, A.P.I.O. for the respondent-Corpn.

Order:


Vide his complaint dated August 22, 2006, Shri Santokh Singh has submitted that his request for information sought by him from the P.I.O. Warehousing Corporation on ;June 22, 2006, with payment of requisite fee under the Right to Information Act, 2005, has been  rejected by the Assistant Public Information Officer,  claiming Exemption under Section 8(j) of the Act. The applicant filed an appeal dated July 21, 2006. However, till today, he has not received any information or response, though a further perio0d of four months has gone by.

2.
The A.P.I.O. who is present in court  states that no appeal has been filed . and the letter dated July 21, 2006 is only a representation. It is observed that the letter was written with respect to non-supply of information and documents under the R.T.I. Act, 2005 and the three-page very well-reasoned representation was  made as required, to the next senior officer. The fact that the complainant  has not used the word ’Appeal’, does not take it out of the purview of the Right to information Ac, 2005. The P.I.O. also stated that as far as providing of copies of ACRs/Inquiry Reports etc. of other persons was concerned, the issue already stands  referred  to the State Information Commission, Punjab  for guidance/clarification vide this office letter No.PWC/ADM/PIO/Misc-187-A-20855/06 dated July 12, 2006 and further action regarding communication to the applicant will be taken accordingly. (Office has been instructed to locate the said
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reference and to add it to the file.) However, copy of the said letter communication has been seen on the file of the A.P.I.O. It is observed that the same advice has also been sought from the Administrative Department (Government). It is noted that the advice has been sought after taking the decision  of claiming exemption under Section 8 (j) of the Act, for the non-supply of information and therefore, case for guidance was  for the future only and not with regard to the present matter. In any case, the Commission does not give advice on such matters, but interprets the provisions of the Act in the circumstances of a particular case before it,  

2.  The present complaint is regarding non-supply of information by the P.I.O. (Shri Yash Pal, Chief Manager-Establishment), represented today by Shri M.M. Chadha as well as non-decision of the appeal by the Appellate Authority. The complaint has asked for :“(1)Examination/inspection supply of  the record of A.C.Rs:-
3. 
      (A)    The undersigned  from 


2001-2006


      (B)
 Sh. Ranbir Singh, A.D.M.


-do-

   (C)

Sh. Manjit Singh, A.D.M.


-do-


   (D)

Sh. Ashok Karkava A.D.M


-do

   (E)

Sh. S.C. Sexana, A.D.M.


-d0-

   (F)

Sh. Chuhar Singh, D.M.


-do-

   (G)
Sh. Shingara Singh, D.N.M.

-do-

   (H)

G.I.S. Dhillon, A.D.M.


-do-

(2)
 Apart from this, it is requested for the examination/inspection of the

          record of above said officers from A to H.

(3)  
Supply of authenticated documents of inquiries against Sh. Ranbir     
Singh, A.D.M. including Vigilance inquiry/F.I.R.” 
4.
In so far as the supply of his confidential reports to the complainant, this court is of the view that confidential record of any employee remains confidential for all purposes. The only time that the employee gets to know of his report is 
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either when he is issued  letter of appreciation for the outstanding quality of his work during the year, or when there is any adverse comment against him, which is conveyed to him for purposes of making any representation which he may wish to make against the A.C.R. Since under Service Rules, employee does not have access to his own confidential report, it follows that the employee has still less the right to access the contents of the  confidential record of any other employee. 

 5.
 However, since the P.I.O. has already provided information of the bench-marks, awarded to the complainant, to him, no objection can be taken to the providing of the bench-marks of other employees, who were considered at the same time and their appears to be no breach of secrecy in so doing. Definitely the record is measured against the records of other employees  while assessing the record of an employee for further promotions etc  Also even if the inquiries are still pending, there can be no bar to the supply of authenticated copy of the complaint and F.I.R, if any, instituted by the Vigilance Department.

6.
  The Public Information Officer is hereby directed to supply this information to the complainant by November 17, 2006 under due receipt and to file compliance report  and receipt in this court on the next date of hearing, that is November 22, 2006, with a copy of the information supplied for record of the court.

 

SD:

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

October 11, 2006.
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NFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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


Smt.Charan Kaur


Vs.


Distt. Education Officer, (Secondary) Ludhiana.


Complaint Case No. CC-336-2006:


Present:
Smt. Charan Kaur, complainant with her




Husband Shri Harkamaljit Singh.




None for the respondent-Department.


Order:



According to the papers on record, vide complaint dated August 07, 2006, receipted in this office on August 10, 2006, Smt. Charan Kaur submitted that she had applied on April 28, 23006 for certain information along with requisite fee, under the R.T.I Act to the P.I.O.-cum-Distt. Education Officer (Secondary), Ludhiana, but had not been supplied the information till date. The complete complaint along with papers appended thereto by her were sent to the District Education officer for response, which included letter of Shri Jagmohan Singh dated December 21, 2005, letters of Smt.Charan Kaur dated April 28, June 23 and August 03, 2006) Smt. Charan Kaur had requested that a copy of the Inquiry Report carried out Ms Gurdeep Kaur, Principal, Service Training Centre, Ludhiana on the complaint of Shri Jagmohan Singh along with the copies of the statements recorded, be supplied to her. In response, the District Education officer, vide his letter dated August 22, 2006, stated that the inquiry report has been sent to her vide their letter No. Ara—7/06-4382 dated August 18.As for the annexure 1 to 27, she had been asked to deposit Rs.260/- so that they could be supplied to her.


2.
Smt.Charan Kaur, who is present in the court today has stated that the reply of the P.I.O. is wrong and misleading. No such inquiry Report has been
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supplied to her and no such communication for deposit of further fee has been received by her in respect of her present complaint dated August 067, 2006 and listed in this court at No. CC-336-2006, but the reply dated August 22, 2006, which mentions that the Inquiry Report had already been supplied to her vide their letter dated August 18, 2006, pertains to a separate application made by her in entirely different matter vide application dated August 07, 2006 given to the District Education Officer’s officer with a separate fee. The subject matter is completely different and concerns misbehavior of the Principal with the complainant. There is no scope of mixing up the two subjects. It is also pointed out here that even in that application, the full information has not been supplied and the applicant has filed a separate complaint with this Commission in that regard.


3.
It is observed that the copy of the original application dated April 28, 2006, is available on record, but not the Form-A or the copy of the fee deposited. Photocopy of both these papers have been supplied today in court. The copies of these documents may now be sent to the Distt. Education Office-cum-P.I.O. The Distt. Education officer is hereby directed to supply the copies of the full information asked for by Smt.Charan Kaur, P.T.I. and without fail and under due receipt by her by 10th November 2006 and to file compliance report with copy of the information supplied to this court,  for record, on November 15.2006.


4.
It is further observed that even if copy of Form-A had not been forwarded, it was very much in the knowledge of the District Education office that the complaint dated April 28, 2006 had been filed by the complainant on a completely different subject from the complaint dated August 07, 2006, details of which have been discussed above.


5.
The complainant has also stated that the fee being demanded isRs.260/-. Since it purports to be with reference to the present complaint as stated by the Distt. Education officer, in his letter dated 22-08-06, the said fee has been 
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Deposited at the rate of Rs.2/- per page, for information which is to be supplied  in the present case. 


2. with reference to the separate complaint dated August 07,2006 concerning application dated April 28, 2006, she stated that no demand of fee has been made to-date. She therefore, prayed that since six months had already passed, the information in that case may be supplied to her free of charge and fee may be waived. However, the separate complaint has not been entrusted to this court and neither is it the subject matter of the present matter before the court. The complainant should make her submission before the State Information Commissioner before whom that case is listed.



3. Adjourned to November 15, 2006.


 

Sd:


    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



State Information Commissioner


 October 11, 2006.



