STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kuldip Singh Kahlon,

#5/5051, Shakti Nagar (Khandwala),

Chehrata, Distt. Amritsar.




......Complainant






Vs.

1.  PIO/.O/o Special Secretary, School Education, Punjab,

     Punjab Mini Sectt., Sector 9, Chandigarh.


.....Respondent.

2.  PIO/.O/o Secretary to Govt. Punjab, Deptt. of School Education, Punjab,

     Punjab Mini Sectt., Sector 9, Chandigarh.












.....Respondent.

CC No-280-of 2008 & 281-2008: 

Present:
Sh. Kuldip Singh, complainant in person.



Sh. R.T.Saini, APIO-cum- Supdt. Estt.-3 Br. O/O DPI(S.



Sh. D.S.Chatrath, Supdt. Gr.-II, Edu. II Br. On behalf of the 


PIO-cum-Spl. Secy.  school Education.



Smt. Manjeet Kaur, Sr. Asstt. Punab Civil Sectt.


Order: 


CC No. 280/08 titled Kuldip Singh Kahlon Vs PIO, O/O Special Secretary School Education Punjab and CC-281/08 titled Kuldip Singh Kahlon Vs PIO, O/O Secretary School Education, Punjab, both in connection with the same subject is identical to the Case CC -279/08 titled Kuldip Singh Kahlon Vs Director Public Instructions (S.E.) Punjab, which had been disposed of on 26.3.08 by the undersigned. In all of them the subject matter is a document connected with the complaint made by Sh. Kuldip Singh Kahlon against one Sh. Bhupinder Singh S/O Sh. Sadha Singh in which he had stated that the said person had appeared for B.Ed (Entrance) on a false certificate of being a Schedule Caste. He had requested that an inquiry be carried out. The complaints under the Right to Information Act made to the three authorities on the identical subject date back to 11.11.06 and 16.11.06. The PIO, O/O D.P.I (SE) in CC No. 279/08 had stated that the information had been supplied to the applicant back in January, 2007 and he had supplied the said papers again to him for the record of the Commission. The reply was seen. It was interim reply stating that the inquiry had been ordered and was still pending. Thereafter, the complainant never made any further 

CC No-280-of 2008 & 281-2008:                                                                            -2
communication since the information stood supplied. However, he made a complaint on 6.2.08 against all the three PIOs that information had not been received. 

2.
This complaint does not lie, as the position as obtained at that time had been conveyed to the applicant. The applicant want to have the latest position in the inquiry. It has been explained to him that this cannot be done through a complaint but by submitting a fresh application under the RTI Act which he has agreed to do.  The PIO has presented reply dated 31.3.08 addressed to Sh. Kuldip Singh Kahlon with copy endorsed to different authorities including State Information Commission, a  copy of which has been supplied to Sh. Kuldip Singh Kahlon during the hearing today.


With this the two complaints CC No. 280/08 and CC- 281/08 are hereby disposed of and a copy of these orders should be placed on both the files.



Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


01.04. 2008.

(Ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bhag Singh, 

C/O SCO- 2, Yadvindra Complex, 

District Courts, Patiala.





......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/O Distt. Revenue Officer, Patiala.


.....Respondent.

CC No-284-of 2008:

Present:
Sh. Bhag Singh, complainant in person.



Sh. Roshan Lal, fied Kanungo, Dakala, Teh. & Distt. Patiala.



On behalf of the PIO.



Sh. Gurcharan Singh Patiala, for the PIO.


Order: 


Sh. Bhag Singh vide his complaint dated 4208 received in the State Information Commission on 6.2.08 submitted that  his application in form A dated 17.11.07 addressed to the PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner, Patiala with due payment of fee under the RTI Act had not been attended to and reply had not been given to him within the stipulated period. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and the date of hearing fixed for today and both the parties informed.

2.
Today, the complainant stated that he has received the reply to his queries Nos. 1 & 2 vide communication dated 29.2.08 received by him on 5.3.08 but no reply  to his queries Nos. 3 & 4. The Girdawar Kanungo has presented a copy of letter dated 14.3.08 and stated that it has been clearly indicated that answer to Questions No 3 & 4 has also been given in the letter dated 29.2.08. However, in addition to the same, he has presented once again a written reply to point No. 3 dated 14.3.08, which has been supplied to the complainant today during the hearing.

3.
  Armed with the information he has been able to get under the Right to Information Act, the applicant may file a complaint with the Competent Authority (in this case the DC or DDPO) for necessary action, as may be advised.  Without 
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going into the niceties of the Right to Information Act, it also appears necessary for the Commission to bring to the notice of the DDPO that according to the reply given by the Revenue Authority to the applicant, the major portion of Khasra No. 172 (being common road owned by Nagar Panchayat) has been encroached upon by various persons owning the land adjacent to it and the Revenue Authorities have admitted as much The DDPO may like to take necessary action to safeguard the panchayat land and to save it from the encroachers, since the powers are vested with him for this purpose.

.


With these observations, the application is hereby disposed of.

Sd/-

  




  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


01.04. 2008.

(Ptk)



Copy to District Development & Panchyat Officer, Patiala for necessary Action. 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate,

J-558/64, BRS Nagar, Ludhiana.



Complainant






Vs.

PIO, O/O,  Improvement Trust, Ludhiana..


..Respondent

CC No-288- of 2008:

Present:
Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate in person.

Sh. Jasbir singh, APIO-Cum-Supdt. Gr.II, O/O Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.

Order:


Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate vide his complaint dated 7.2.07 made to the Commission stated that his application in for A dated 5.11.07 with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO, O/O Improvement Trust, Ludhiana had not been attended to within the stipulated period. The complaint was returned to him on 17.12.07 to provide copy of Form A and proof of fee which had supplied undate. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed.

2.
Today, APIO-cum-Supdt. Sh. Jasbir Singh has brought the complete attested photocopies of both the files of plot No. 216-F, 24-Acre Scheme, Kitchlu Nagar,, Ludhiana and of Plot No. 187-C, 24-Acre Scheme , Rajguru Nagar, Ludhiana. The complaint has been taken up for hear at 1.30 PM. The information was sought to be supplied to the complainant in the morning at 10.00 AM, but the complainant refused to receive it from the PIO and stated that he will receive it during the hearing itself. Which is just wastage of time of the Court on the part of the complainant.  The APIO states that this is a photocopy of the complete file and nothing has been omitted. The information has been permitted to be supplied free of charge as provided u.s 7(6) since it is beyond the stipulated period. The APIO states that the first file is regarding Plot No. 216-F, contains 97 pages and file relating to plot No. 187-C contains 88 pages. Sh. Subhash Namdev states that 
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there may be some pages missing. However, the APIO has stated at the bar that no page has been omitted. With this the case is hereby disposed of. 


Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



 State Information Commissioner


1.4.2008

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate,

J-558/64, BRS Nagar, Ludhiana.



Complainant






Vs.

PIO, O/O,  Distt. Transport Officer, Ludhiana.

..Respondent

CC No-289- of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate in person.

Sh. Karam Singh, APIO-cum-ADTO, Ludhiana.

Order:


Sh. Subhash Namdev, complainant has confirmed that he has received full information required by him from the PIO/DTO Ludhiana vide letter No. 2223, dated 31.3.08 and he has no further complaint. A copy of the information supplied has been placed on the record of the Commission.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of.

                                                                                         Sd/-








(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



 State Information Commissioner


1.4.2008

(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate,

J-558/64, BRS Nagar, Ludhiana.



Complainant






Vs.

PIO, O/O,  Deputy Commisioner, Ludhiana.


..Respondent

CC No-290- of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate in person.



Sh. J.K.Jain, GA to D.C. & PIO appointed u.s 5(4).



Order:


Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate, vide his complaint dated 23.11.07 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application in form A made to the address of the PIO/D.C.Ludhiana on 5.10.07 has not been attended to. The complaint was returned to him to add copy of form A and proof of fee. He supplied a copy of application (undated) and postal order No, 357610 again undated. There is no acknowledgement/receipt from the office of D.C. Copy of complaint was sent to the PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed.

2.
Today, the PIO Sh. J.K.Jain, GA to D.C.,  appointed u.s 5(4), states that the full reply with covering letter dated 18.12.07 has been supplied to the complainant  on 18.12.07, along with  letter dated 19.11.07 containing instructions on the subject  of legal heir/natural heir/dependency certificate/income certificate.  Today, a copy of letter sent to the DRO by the D.C.Ludhiana containing the information, copy of which has been endorsed to the complainant as well as to the State Information Commission has been presented. However, it is noted that in the previous reply copies of the instructions dated 19.11.07 contained reference of many other instructions of government, have not been supplied to the complainant. This may be supplied now and receipt/proof of registry to the complainant duly attested and page numbered with covering letter may be produced on the next date of hearing 
CC-290/2007
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along with a copy of the information supplied for the record of the Commission also. 


Adjourned to 14.5.2008.

                                                                        

          Sd/-








(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



 State Information Commissioner


1.4.2008

(Ptk.)

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

Sh. Pawan Kumar,

# 2139/1, Agwar Gujran, Jagraon,

Distt. Ludhiana.






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/ODeputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.


.....Respondent.

CC No- 291- 2008:
Present:
Subhash Namdev, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant.



Sh. J.K.Jain, PCS, PIO u/s 5(4)-cum-G.A.to D.C.Ludhiana.

Order: 


Sh. Pawan Kumar made a complaint through Subhash Namdev, Advocate, dated 7.12.07 that his application in form A dated 4.10.07 made to the PIO, O/O D.C.Ludhiana has not been attended to and no reply has been received till date.  He is seeking the status of  complaint dated 7.9.07 made against Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Reader, sunder Computer Operator and Suresh Clerk, who while working under Sub Registrar, Ludhiana misplaced the Sale Deed of the applicant. He requested to know the action taken against these persons and a copy of the report/inquiry/action taken against them. The complaint was returned to the applicant asking him to attach a copy of form A and proof of fee paid under the Right to Information Act, which he did on 16.1.08. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO on 27.2.08 fixing the date of hearing for today and both parties were informed.

2.
Today Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate, on behalf of the complaint states that the PIO, O/O D.C.Ludhiana has still not given any reply. Sh. J.K.Jain, G.A. to D.C.Ludhiana appointed PIO u/s 5(4) as PIO, stated that he has been appointed as such only yesterday evening and told to appear before the Commission. He states that a reference has been made by the DRO to SDM (West) as well as himself being officer-in-charge-cum-PIO, E.A. Branch on 7.3.08. He states that no such complaint is pending in the E.A.Branch. He also states that as per the 

CC-291/2008









-2

admission of the complainant himself no application dated 7.9.07 has been sent to the D.C. Ludhiana office but has been given directly to the Sub registrar Ludhiana Sh. Mukesh Kumar on 7.9.07 by hand. To this reference, the Sub registrar has also given him a reply dated 13.11.07, a copy of which has been placed on file today. A copy of the original complaint dated 7.9.07 has also been made available by the complainant which has also been placed on record of the Commission.

3.
The PIO is hereby directed to check up the status of the complaint dated 15.9.07 which is the copy of the earlier complaint dated 7.9.07 made to the Sub registrar from D.C’s office Complaint Branch or any other branch which may be dealing with it and to give the status on the next date of hearing without fail. Sh. Subhash Namdev states that the same application was given to the D.C. vide courier on 15.9.07 but has not attached copy of the complaint which has been sent on 15.9.07. Now that the matter has been clarified, the PIO is hereby directed to make all out efforts to search for the papers and to give the latest position regarding the complaint dated 7.9.07 and 15.9.07 given to the Tehsildar/Deputy Commissioner well before the next date of hearing under due receipt from the complaint or proof of registry with a copy of the information supplied for the record of the Commission on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 14.05.08.



Sd/-

  





  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
State Information Commissioner 


01.04. 2008.

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate,

J-558/64, BRS Nagar, Ludhiana.



Complainant






Vs.

PIO, O/O, Sub Divisional Magistrate, Ludhiana..

..Respondent

CC No-292- of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate in person.

Sh. Harbhajan Lal, Clerk,O/O SDM(West) Ludhiana, authorized representative of the PIO.

Order:


Sh. Subhash Namedev, Advocate, vide his complaint dated 23.11.07 made to the Commission stating that his application under RTI Act dated 5.10.07 with due payment of fee had not been attended to by the SDM (West) Ludhiana. The complaint was returned to him for copy of form A and the fee paid under the RTI act on 30.11.07. He completed the documents and returned them (undated). A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed.

2.
Today, the complainant has admitted the receipt of information vide letter dated 15.3.08 which he states is complete. I have gone through the application as well as the reply provided and found that the information supplied is not to the point. The information needed is complete and the procedure for getting the certificate of SC/ST/OBC/Resident Certificate etc.  However, information supplied contains letters reg.  SC/ST/OBC, instructions regarding Vimukt Jaties and their lists as well as guidelines for grant of Residence Certificate by authorities. However, the procedure for applying such certificate at various stages, the case is required to go through before the certificate is issued, has not been given. The PIO is hereby directed to provide this information without fail within 10 days with a copy of information supplied for the record of the Commission. In case there is any 
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deficiency, the complainant should send the written communication to the PIO, again its copy to the Commission and the PIO should supply the deficiencies strictly in accordance with the original application under the Right to Information. The compliance report along with copy of the information supplied as well as receipt from the complaint/proof of registry should be rendered in the Commission on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 14.5.2008.


Sd/- 







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



 State Information Commissioner


1.4..2008

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate
J-558/64, BRS Nagar,
Ludhiana 






......Complainant




Vs.

PIO/.O/o M.C.L. Zone-D

Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-293-of 2008:

Present:
Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate complainant in person.

None for the Respondent.

Order: 


Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate vide his complaint dated 23.11.2007 made to the State Information Commission submitted that his application in Form A dated 02.11.2007 with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/Municipal Corporation Ludhiana Zone-D, Ludhiana was not entertained and his application sent by speed post was returned to him as having being refused to be accepted.  Hence, the complaint.  The complaint was returned to the complainant on 30.11.2007and he was asked to add copy of Form A and proof of fee paid under the Right to Information Act.  He completed the documents and resubmitted them (without any date).  A copy of the said complaint was sent to the PIO/O/O. the Municipal Corporation Ludhiana, Zone-D, Ludhiana on 27.02.2008, the hearing was fixed for today and both parties were informed. 

2.

Today the complainant is present but none has appeared on behalf of the Municipal Corporation, although the case has been called many times.  It is observed that it is entirely optional for the complainant to appear before the Commission but it is mandatory for the PIO who has been summoned to do so.  In this case, it was incumbent upon the concerned PIO to give a copy of the reply if already given or else to give complete facts required by the Commission.  In spite 
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of due and adequate notice through registered post of more than a month, the PIO did not appear himself or through a authorized representative. Neither has any communication been received on his behalf.
3.

Now, therefore, notice is hereby issued to the PIO under section 20 (2) of chapter V dealing with penalties.  He is required to show cause why he has refused to received the application for information and has not furnished the information, even though a copy of the application was sent to him by the Commission through registered post.  He may state the reason why penalty of    Rs. 250/- each day be not imposed upon him for each day of delay in providing the information subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- The PIO is hereby directed to give the reply in writing at least 10 days before the next date of hearing which will be taken up for consideration on the next date of hearing.  He is also directed to supply the information forthwith to the applicant under due receipt from him/with proof of registry well in time before the next hearing.


Adjourned to 14.05.2008 for supply of information to applicant/consideration of written explanation of PIO.



Sd/-
  






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







 State Information Commissioner 


01.04. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Subash Namdev (Adv)

J-558/64, BRS Nagar,

Ludhiana 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o I.G. Punjab Head Quarter

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-294-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Subash Namdev (Adv) complainant in person.



Sh. V.K Sharda, Supdt. (without letter of authority) on behalf of 

PIO/IG Police Head Quarter.
Order: 



Sh. Subash Namdev (Adv), complainant vide his letter dated 11.12.2007 stated that his application in Form A dated 7.11.2007 with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/IG, Punjab, Head Quarters, Chandigarh had not been attended to within the stipulated period.  The application was returned to him to supply a copy of the Form A and proof of payment of fee.  He returned the same after completing the documents (undated).  A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties informed.  The complainant stated that vide letter dated 01.01.2008 addressed to him by Additional Director General of Police Security, Punjab he was informed vide letter dated 01.01.2008 (copy rendered) as under:-
 “Subject:-
Request for obtaining information under Right to Information Act 2005.


Please refer to your request addressed to IGP/Hqrs. Dated 7.12.07, on the subject cited above.



The State Govt. has exempted the Security Wing, Punjab Police to provide any information under RTI Act.  Hence the required information cannot be provided







Sd/-





   for Addl. Director General of Police 






   Security, Punjab.

No./DDSB-IV, dated Chandigarh the:
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A copy is forwarded to IGP/Hqrs.-cum-Public Information officer Punjab, Chandigarh w.r.t. your office memo NO. 2184/RTI-2 dated 17.12.07 for information please.





for Addl. Director General of Police 






Security, Punjab.”

2.

Thereafter, he states that he received a letter dated 22.01.2008 as under:- 

“Subject:-
Request for obtaining Information under Right to Information Act 


2005.



Please refer to your application dated 07.11.07 on the subject noted above.

2. 
The requisite information is sent herewith in a C.D free of cost under Section 7 (6) of Right to Information Act.








Sd/-





  For Inspector General of Police, Hqrs,





  Punjab-cum-Public Information Officer,




  
  Punjab Police Headquarter, Chandigarh” 

However, no C.D was found attached.  No further information has been received by him. 
3.  

On the other hand, the letter dated 17.03.2008 from the IG Police Head Quarters-cum-PIO has been addressed to the State Information Commission, stating that the information “had already been supplied to him“ vide this office Memo No. 259/RTI-2 dated 22.01.2008.
4.

It is not understood why the complainant did not immediately note on the letter received by him that an enclosure/CD had not been found attached, neither did he write to the PIO nor to the State Information Commission since 22.01.2008 till today that he had not received the same with the letter under reference but stated it only in the hearing today.  The representative of the PIO was directed to supply the hard copy of the information.  He has immediately supplied a set of attested documents available on his file with covering letter dated 01.04.2008 containing the details duly indexed and page numbered.  A set of the 
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same (covering letter + 7 pages) has been placed on the record of the Commission also.  
5.

Any how, the PIO may now look into the circumstances of the issue of the letter dated 01.01.2008 as well as the tale of the missing CD at his own level.  The PIO is also required to send his comments on the above facts brought to the notice of the Commission by the complainant, and also to offer suo moto explanation for the delay over and above the stipulated period for supply of information. 
6.

Since the information was supplied only during the hearing it is only fair that the complainant be given a chance to study it.  In case of any deficiencies he may state them specifically in writing to the PIO under intimation to the Commission.  The PIO is hereby directed to make up the deficiencies strictly in accordance with the original application and sent a copy of the additional information supplied, if any, with receipt from the complainant to the Commission well before the next date of hearing.



Adjourned to 14.05.2008.

                                                                        

Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


01.04. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate,

J-558/64, BRS Nagar, Ludhiana.



Complainant






Vs.

PIO, O/O,  Improvement Trust, Ludhiana..


..Respondent

CC No-295- of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate in person.

Sh. Jasbir singh, APIO-Cum-Supdt. Gr.II, O/O Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.

Order:


Sh. Subhash Namdev, Advocate vide his complaint dated 23.1107 made to the Commission stated that his application in for A dated 5.10.07 with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO, O/O Improvement Trust, Ludhiana had not been attended to within the stipulated period. The complaint was returned to him on 30.11.07 to provide copy of Form A and proof of fee which had supplied undated. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed.

2.
Today, the APIO-cum-Supdt.  Sh. Jasbir Singh has supplied the information with covering letter dated 28.3.08 along with copies of the full report supplied by the said office( 4 pages) during the hearing itself. From the reply given, it is clear that whatever record is available has been supplied and that the file of the said plot is not available and has never been deposited in the Record office, but from the draw register it is clear that it was allotted to Sh. Nanak Singh. No other information is available.

3.
Based upon the information available under the RTI Act, Sh. Subhash Namdev, complainant, may file a complaint before the Competent Authority in the Executive for redressal of his perceived grievance, as may be advised.


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.


                                                                            Sd/-








(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



 State Information Commissioner


1.4.2008

(Ptk.)

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Prem Singh,

Vill. Mullanpur, Distt. Fatehgarh sahib, via Patiala.

......Complainant







Vs.

PIO/.O/O DPI (Colleges), Sector 17, Chandigarh.

.....Respondent.

CC No- 303 - 2008:
Present:
None for the comoplainant.



Sh. Arjan Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O DPI(C), Punjab.
Order: 


Sh. Prem Singh, vide his complaint dated 7.2.08 submitted that his application dated 24.12.07 made under the Right to Information Act 2005 Act with due payment of fee to the address of DPI(C), Punjab had not been attended to within the stipulated period. The APIO has stated vide reply dated 31.3.08, presented during the hearing today, that the application was received in his office on 11.1.08 and related to two different branches. The APIO has offered suo moto explanation for the delay. I have gone through it and I am satisfied that the office has shown due diligence in dealing with the matter. However, It is observed that it is unexplained delay from 24.11.07 to 11.1.08 (48 days) when the application appears to have remained en route within the office which should be looked into end needs explaining.  Since the reply/information was not supplied with 30 days, it is how required to be supplied free of charge to the applicant as stipulated u/s 7(6) of the Right to Information Act.  However after having gone through the material which has been provided to the applicant after collecting it from various sources, as well as the volume of information concerning 54 colleges in the state, which has been prepared for providing it to the applicant in the form in which he asked for it, I am of the view that the APIO deserves appreciation.  The information has been 
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supplied today in the Court and copy of the information rendered for the record of the Commission. With this the mater is hereby disposed of.



Sd/-
  





  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






     

State Information Commissioner 


01.04. 2008.

(Ptk)

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.







......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o






.....Respondent.

CC No--of 200: 

Present:


Order: 

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


01.04. 2008.

(Uma)

