STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-37, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Ravneet Kaur,

1446-E, Dashmesh Nagar,

Village Karoran, Naya Gaon,

Tehsil-Kharar, 

District SAS Nagar, Mohali.  




......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Divisional Forest Officer,

Ropar.  







.....Respondent.

CC No-96-of 2008: 
Present:
Ms. Ravneet Kaur, Complainant in person.


Sh. Swarn Lal, APIO-cum-Superintendent office of Divisional 


Forest Officer, Ropar on behalf of the PIO.


Order:


On the last date of hearing on 11.06.2008, Sh. Amit Mishra IFS-cum-DFO, Ropar  had been issued notice under Section 20 sub-section 1 of RTI Act to show cause why penalty of Rs. 250/- each day subject to the minimum Rs. 25000/- be not imposed upon him in accordance with the provisions of the Act for giving wrong and misleading reply in the Commission.  He had also been told that in case he did not appear and did not furnish a written explanation therefor it would be taken that he had nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed ex-parte in the matter for taking further action.  He had also been told that if his reply is based upon any notification issued under the Indian Forest Act, he should also attach the specific document. 
2.

It is now necessary for the Commission to move one step forward and to give Sh. Amit Mishra an opportunity for personal hearing in terms of section 20 Sub section 1 proviso thereto.  In case he does not submit the written explanation at least 10 days before the next date of hearing and does not avail himself the opportunity of personal hearing, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission will move ahead ex-parte in the matter for taking further action under the Right to Information Act, 2005.
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3.

Separately, Sh. Amit Mishra, IFS PIO-cum-Divisional Forest Officer, Ropar had been required to furnish his written explanation for his acts of omission and commission as detailed in para 2 to 7 of the order dated 11.06.2008. In the light of his explanation, the Commission was to consider further whether action under the Contempt of Courts be instituted against him. 
4.

Sh. Amit Mishra has sent a letter dated 05.08.2008 enclosing a copy of letter containing corrigendum to the notification dated 03.02.2003 issued vide corrigendum dated 04.07.2008.  A copy of the same has also been provided to Ms. Ravneet Kaur. It may be noted that Sh. Amit Mishra has  not been absolved of his responsibility to file the two written explanations mentioned above by the production of this letter dated 05.08.2008 enclosing corrigendum dated 04.07.2008.  However, while considering his explanation the effect of this corrigendum will be considered. 

5.

Ms. Ravneet Kaur has pointed out that the copy of the notification dated 09.06.1961 has still not been provided to her by DFO as directed by the Commission in orders dated 18.03.2008, 02.04.2008, 23.04.2008, 30.04.2008 which she instead has taken from the copy available with the Commission.  However, the copy taken from the Commission is not clear, as the words in the margin of the notification in the photocopy available with the Commission have been obscured, so the DFO is still required to give an authenticated copy of said notification, alongwith the notification under Section 3 dated 20th November, 1950 mentioned therein on the basis of which the notification under 1961 has been issued under Section 4.  She pointed out that it is imperative that this notification dated 20th November, 1950 under Section 3 be supplied, since it goes to the root of the matter, of whether all or any of the subsequent notifications issued under Section 4 and 5 are valid since notifications under Section 4 and 5 can only be issued, as per the PLPA Act in respect of areas covered under Section 3.  It is clear as per the information supplied that since 20th November, 1950, no other notification has been issued under the enabling Section 3.  Copy of the notification dated
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20th November, 1950 and any other notification issued thereafter under Section 3 of the Act be produced before the Commission.  The Complainant Ms. Ravneet Kaur had asked for all these notifications specific to her land in village Karoran in her application under RTI Act, 2005, made to your address more than a year back on 06.08.2007.   Sh. Mishra made also note that this is last opportunity for giving information as well as for complying with other directions given from time to time in this case.  



Adjourned to 24.09.2008 for (1). Supply of information not yet supplied in RTI application dated 06.08.2007. (2). Consideration of the reply of the PIO with respect to the two show cause notices.  









-Sd-
    






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06-08-2008.
Copy of this order is sent to the PIO, Deputy Commissioner, SAS Nagar, Mohali in bifurcate case CC 96-A/2008





-Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06-08-2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-37, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Ravneet Kaur,

1446-E, Dashmesh Nagar,

Village Karoran, Naya Gaon,

Tehsil-Kharar, 

District SAS Nagar, Mohali.  




......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Deputy Commissioner,

SAS Nagar,

Mohali







.....Respondent.

CC No-96-A of 2008: 
Present:
Ms. Ravneet Kaur, Complainant in person.



Sh. Swarn Lal, APIO-cum-Superintendent office of Divisional 


Forest Officer, Ropar on behalf of the PIO.



Sh. Ramesh Chand Garg, APIO-cumDRO on behalf of the DC, 


Mohali.  
Order:


The DRO has not given any written report on the action taken in consequence of the orders dated 11.06.2008 passed by the Commission. Neither has he brought any communication from the PIO-cum-DC on any of the directions given by the Commission from time to time.  It had already been detailed in that order in para 5 that the previous PIO-cum-DC, H.I.S.Grewal, IAS had been issued show cause notice under Section 20 Sub Section (1) and he had appeared before the Commission and had given suo-motu undertaking before the Commission and requested that action be not taken under the penal provisions of the Act.  However, he has since been transferred and the matter has not moved forward. As such the show cause notice issued earlier to the then PIO-cum-DC under Section 20 Sub Section (1) stands revived.  The position of the PIO is a continuous one and in this case many hearings have been held and orders passed.  The full background is available to the new DC from the orders 
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passed from time to time.  The PIO-cum-DC should be present on the next date of hearing himself with written submissions. 
2.
  Meanwhile the DRO has informed me that the DFO has given him copy of corrigendum in notification of 2003 dated 04.07.2008. The effect of that notification is still to be considered in the next hearing in the related CC 96 of 2008 titled Ms. Ravneet Kaur Vs. PIO DFO, Ropar (in which the PIO-cum-Divisional Forest Officer has been issued two separate show cause notices and where the present PIO has been kept in the picture all along) the PIO-cum-Deputy Commissioner is informed that Miss Ravneet Kaur, who is otherwise not keeping well and who has waited patiently for the last one year to get information in the matter, has requested that no further adjournment be given.  



Adjourned to 24.09.2008.   










-Sd-
    






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06-08-2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-37, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Ravneet Kaur,

1446-E, Dashmesh Nagar,

Village Karoran, Naya Gaon,

Tehsil-Kharar, 

District SAS Nagar, Mohali.  




......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Divisional Forest Officer,

Ropar.  

                   & 

Public Information Officer,

Deputy Commissioner,

SAS Nagar,

Mohali







.....Respondent.

CC No-96-B of 2008: 
Present:
Ms. Ravneet Kaur, Complainant in person.



Sh. Sawarn Lal, APIO-cum-Superintendent office of Divisional 


Forest Officer, Ropar on behalf of the PIO.



Sh. Ramesh Chand Garg, DRO on behalf of the DC, Mohali.  
Order:


Ms. Ravneet Kaur’s complaint dated 21st May, 2008 filed against the DFO, Roopnagar in respect of the complaint no. CC-96/2008 titled Ms. Ravneet Kaur Vs. Divisional Forest Officer had been supplied to Sh. Amit Mishra, DFO on 11.06.2007 personally in the hearing and he had been asked to file parawise reply/comments within one week before the next date of hearing and the matter may be adjourned on 11.06.2008 to 06.08.2008 for his parawise comments giving him about two months for this purpose.  Despite that he has not given any parawise comments.  APIO-cum-Superintendent who is come present today also states that he has not been given any parawise comments to file in the Commission today.  
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2.

I am satisfied that the DFO is deliberately not giving the reply and is not giving the correct information based on record.  The Commission is also of the view that in case the reply is not filed as directed an enquiry may be initiated under Section 18 Sub Section 2 of the Act.

3.

Adjourned to 24.09.2008.









-Sd-
    






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


06-08-2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

North India SC/ST&BC,

Employee Presidium (Redg),

HQ-1243, Sector 23-B,

Chandigarh.





......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

DPI(S), SCO 95-97,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.




.....Respondent.

CC No-588-of 2008:

Present:
Sh. Manjeet Singh Pasricha, complainant in person.



Sh. Manjeet Singh, PIO-cum-Registrar. O/O DPI(S), Punjab.



Sh. Baljit Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/O DPI(s), for the PIO.

Order:
In compliance with order passed in the hearing dated 10.6.08, the PIO stated that Sh. Manjeet Singh Pasricha complainant was permitted inspection of the files which were made available to him. He stated that Sh. Pasricha has inspected the files on 2nd-4th and 9th July, 2008 as well as on 5th August, 2008. In consequence thereof, Sh. Pasricha who is present before me today,  confirmed that he has received the copies of all the remaining documents  he required and is satisfied and does not need any more information. 

With this, the case is hereby disposed of with the present order as read with the substantive order of 10.06.2008.  


     
-Sd-
  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






   
      State Information Commissioner.
06.08.2008

(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Advocate,

Civil Court, Phul,

District Bathinda.





......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Secretary, Department of Education,

Punjab Mini Sectt., Sector -9,

Chandigarh.  





----Respondent 
CC No-363- of 2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Smt. Tarinder Kaur, APIO-cum-Supdt., O/O/ DPI©,Punjab.

Order:
In compliance with order passed by the Commission on 11.6.08, the APIO has presented letter dated  23.6.08 regarding action taken on the remaining paras. No copy has been found to be endorsed to the complainant.  The application dated 5.8.08 has been received from Sh. Amandeep Goyal requesting for an adjournment. He has also filed another application dated 5.7.08 also received today along with two annexures in which he has made certain complaints/submissions. Again no copy has been sent to the PIO. Photostat copies of the same have been prepared and given to her today.

To come up for consideration on 24.9.08.


     
-Sd-
  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






   
      State Information Commissioner.
06.08.2008

(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura,

5C, Phase-1, Urban Estate,

Focal Point,

Ludhiana.





......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Principal Secretary,

Health & Family Welfare,

Punjab.


&

Public Information Officer,

Director,

Health and Family Welfare,

Punjab.  





.....Respondent.

CC No-393-of 2008:

Present:
Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura, Complainant in person.

Sh. Lakhbir Singh, Sr. Asstt. On behalf of PIO/Principal Secy. Health & Family Welfare, Punjab.

Sh. Narinder Mohan, APIO-cum- Supdt.,RTI, O/O DH

Sh. Harbans Singh. APIO-cum-Supdt. Dealing with this case, O/O DHS Punjab.

Order:


The PIO O/O Principal Secretary Health, has provided information today vide covering letter dated 5.8.08 alongwith annexures (3 pages). He also stated that this was the final statement and with this full information had been supplied to him. A copy of the same was produced for the record of the Commission.
2.
On the part of the PIO/ O/O DHS, the APIO stated that no further information was required to be given.

3.

In accordance with the directions given in para 3 of orders passed after the hearing on 11.6.08, Sh. Kaura  addressed a letter dated 23.6.08 to the PIO/ Principal Secretary Health and PIO/ Director Health and Family Welfare 
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through registered post and endorsed a copy of the same to the Commission. In that letter Sh Kaura pointed out that  the column in the proforma meant for supplying information, “Date on which  the case of placement in the next grade was decided and date from which placed in the higher grade alongwith the next grade had been left blank by the PIO.” Secondly, he stated that the caes of  Dr. Harcharan Singh and Dr. S.S.Toor had not been included  in the list provided who had been released full benefits inspite of Vigilance Inquiries still pending against them in the Vigilance Department and even in the Courts. He also stated
that both these gentlemen “derived pensionary benefits
 due to the complicity of the officials of the Directorate who got the benefits paid for a price”. He requested that the official concerned should be required to file an affidavit, so that he may be able to sue the person filing wrong  affidavits.

4.
Shri Kaura presented copies of orders from the office of Accountant General (A&E), Punjab, which were certificate and retirement–cum-gratuity payment order dated 25.7.07 in respect of Dr. Harcharan Singh showing that full gratuity of Rs. 3.5 lacs had been released to him. He also produced a letter dated 25.7.07 addressed by the A.G. to the D.T.O. permitting commutation and full pension also.

5.
However, the APIO-cum-Supdt, O/O DHS pointed out that the case of  Dr. Harcharan Singh and Dr. S.S.Toor were both not in the list provided to the complainant since the cases of these doctors related to the year 1999 and also  do not relate to the case registered by the Vigilance Department but were registered by the Police Department, whereas in his RTI application Sh. Kaura has asked for information for the period from 2000-2007. The application has been checked up and this is so and therefore the information stated to have been  provided for the period he has solicited has been provided.

6.

The APIO-cum-Supdt. states that full pension is released by the CMO to whom the matter is delegated and record is also maintained at that level but the amounts cannot be released unless the clearance from the Department of Vigilance or No Dues Certificate has been issued by the Head of Department i.e. 
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D.H.S. In case any such dereliction has been taken place at the CMO’s level, the matter can be separately looked into, since it has been brought to the pointed attention of the Head Office through this application.  
7.

Since the information has been given to Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura, he requested for an opportunity to study the material. In case of any deficiency, he would like to point it out.  It is observed that under the RTI Act, a simple and summary procedure is prescribed for providing photostat copies of documents available on the record of the Government. It is not meant for a long and drawn out back and forth correspondence between the PIO and the complainant or for scoring points against the PIO.  The procedure prescribed also cannot be extended to the duty of collecting information from the field which is not  normally available at Headquarters or from other authorities who are themselves Public Authorities responsible for giving out information. It is no doubt necessary to ensure transparency in Government functioning but disproportionate efforts cannot be expended on only one application to the detriment of other pending applications.   As such the complainant may spell out the exact deficiencies  strictly in accordance with the original  RTI application only and not travel beyond its scope.

8.

It is hereby directed that the concerned files may be made open for inspection by Sh. Kaura under rules. He should be allowed to take photocopies or notes from the files to get complete information he requires. For this, in consultation with both the parties, a time for such inspection has been fixed on 21ST  and  22ND August  at 11.00 AM onwards in  Room No. 512, O/O Supdt. RTI. In case any file of the Secretary Health is required, in this matter these  files of Secretary Health can also be made available  for inspection at the same place. Shri Kaura may give a list of documents he requires in writing and those shall be
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 made available to him within 3 days but at his own expenses. He may also be permitted to take notes, if he so wishes. Compliance report should be filed on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 17.9.08. 

     
-Sd-
  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






   
      State Information Commissioner.
06.08.2008

(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-37, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Amrik Singh,

Near OBC Bank,

VPO-Dhalleke,

Tehsil and District-Moga.





......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Deputy Commissioner,

Moga.








.....Respondent.

CC No-604-of 2008: 
Present:
Sh. Amrik Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Lakhmir Singh, PCS SDM, Moga-cum-PIO-Moga on behalf 


of the PIO DC Moga with the dealing hands RTI Act.

Order:


The SDM has presented letter dated 04.08.2008 addressed by the PIO office of Deputy Commissioner, Moga giving details of information supplied to Sh. Amrik Singh from time to time.  He stated that the full information had been supplied vide covering letter dated 06.06.2008 to Sh. Amrik Singh duly indexed, page marked and attested.  However, Sh. Amrik Singh had stated that the copies provided were not attested.   Thereafter, information had once again been provided to him on 15.07.2008 and thereafter through registered post on 24.07.2008.  PIO/SDM states that the un-related pension papers had been sent to Sh. Amrik Singh inadvertently.  PIO should ensure that such errors do not occur in future. 

2.

It is seen that Sh. Amrik Singh is very sour about the fact that his different complaints to the police for action against the opposite party are not, according to him, being taken serious note of and instead of registering an FIR against the party which is causing him problems, the police is making it out be a law and order problem and have booked him under Section 107/151.  It has been explained to Sh. Amrik Singh that for his grievance against the police he should 
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approach higher officer in the police hierarchy with complaints, or the SDM/DC with complaint as may be advised and the State Information Commission can not redress his grievances but can only provide him information which had already been made available to him.  With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of.  
-Sd-

  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


06-08-2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

W.No. 12, Near Post Officer,

Sardulgarh,

District Mansa.





......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

District Transport Officer,

Mansa.  






.....Respondent.
CC No- 592-of 2008:
Present:
Sh. Deepak Kumar, complainant in person.



None for the PIO.

Order:
The following orders have been passed on the last date of hearing on 10.6.08:-


“ Today, the PIO is neither present himself nor has sent any communication of any sort despite due and adequate notice sent to him vide registered post on 17.4.08. The Commission takes a very serious view of it and the PIO is hereby issued a show u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act as to why a penalty of Rs. 250/- per day of delay subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- may not be imposed upon him.  He may also give his explanation for this in writing. The PIO may take note that in case he does not offer any explanation, it will be taken that he has nothing to say and the Commission will take further proceedings ex–parte. The PIO is hereby directed to supply the required information to the applicant under due receipt/proof of registry before the next date of hearing and also send a copy of the information supplied along with the receipt from the complainant, for the record of the Commission.

Adjourned to 6.8.2008.”

2.
Today again, none has appeared for the PIO nor has any communication had been received from him. The complainant states that  he has not received any documents/communication so far with regards to his RTI application dated 15.10.07.

3. 
The commission notes that there has been a delay of 265 days after deducting 30 days permissible under the Act . There is no reasonable cause furnished by the PIO for not giving the information in time. It is noted that the same PIO Sh. Gurjeet Singh Pannu had earlier  
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also suffered an order of penalty of Rs. 25000/- which was finally not imposed upon him since he came and explained that he was holding charge of 4-5 vacant posts in the Sub division/district and was SDM  of Sardulgarh and Mansa, with Headquarter’s in different towns. However, this excuse cannot be put forward every time. 
4.
The DTO by name should immediately supply the information to the complainant with in 10 days of receipt of these orders and produce receipt along with copy of the documents supplied for the record of the Commission on the next date of hearing,  without fail.  

5.
The PIO-cum-DTO is given one more opportunity to give his written explanation regarding non supply delay in providing information as per show cause notice u/s 20(1) given earlier. In addition he is also given an opportunity for personal hearing as per the requirement u/s 20(1) proviso thereto. He may note that no further opportunity will be given .


Adjourned to 17.9.08.                                                                                                    

     
-Sd-
  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






   
      State Information Commissioner.
06.08.2008

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Patti Alam, V&PO Ralla,

Tehsil & District Mansa.





…..Complainant







Vs.
 PIO, O/O D.P.I.(SE),
SCO 94-95, Sector 17,

Chd. Punjab.






.....Respondent
CC No-608- of 2008:

Present:
Sh. Amandeep Singh Cheema, Advocate for the complainant.



Sh. Hardev Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/O DPI(S), for the PIO.

Order:
Sh. Hardev Singh, Senior Assistant appeared and filed a letter dated 30.7.08. No copy of the same has been provided to the complainant. The PIO is directed to send him the same through registered post
. Sh. Hardev Singh states that the PIO and the APIO are out of station on duty and requested for an adjournment. Request accepted.

Adjourned to 17.9.08.

     
-Sd-
  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






   
      State Information Commissioner.
06.08.2008

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Azad Nagar, Tappa Mandi,

Tehsil Tappa, District Barnala.




......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

Tehsildar Sub Division,

Tapa, Barnala.






.....Respondent.

CC No- 615-of 2008:
Present:
Sh. Jagjit Singh Pandher, complainant in person.

Sh. Tarsem Sharma,  APIO-cum-Naib Tehsildar, Tapa, Distt. Barnana.

Order:
In pursuance of order dated 10.6.08, the APIO-cum-Naib Tehsildar has presented a letter dated 5.8.08 giving a set of full papers provided to the complainant for the record of the Commission. Sh,. Jagjit Singh Pandher states that with these papers he has received full information. However, he pointed out that this information has been given to him in driblets and that too only after he had filed a complaint. The last set of information has been received only yesterday i.e.  on 5.8.08, whereas he had filed his application under RTI Act on 2.1.08. Thus, the PIO has  taken 7 months in supplying the information in place of  stipulated period  of one month. He states that due to his having to follow up the matter over such a long period he had to undergo much harassment. He stated that the complete  information should be given in one go. The APIO-cum-Naib Tehsildar has been warned to be careful in future. 
2.
Sh. Jagjit Singh Pandher has asked for this information to bolster his own case for employment vis a vis the candidates whom he considers ineligible.  Armed with the information that he has been able to get under  the RTI Act, he may, if so advised  approach the Competent Authority in the Executive for redressal of his grievance as this matter does not lie under  the jurisdiction of the Commission. 
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With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of. 
                                                           
     
Sd-
  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






   
      State Information Commissioner.
06.08.2008

(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Village Daholla, 

District Jind (Haryana).





......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Additional Deputy Commissioner(D),

Patiala.

&

Public Information Officer,

Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Patran. 







.....Respondent.





CC No. -384- of 2008 :

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Darshan Singh, PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Patran.

ORDER:


In compliance with the order dated 11.6.08, the PIO-cum-Tehsildar, Sh. Darshan Singh has produced  acknowledgment of letter sent to Sh. Prem  Singh in which Sh. Prem Singh confirmed the receipt of information supplied. It had also been noted in the order of the last date of hearing that if the complainant had received the information and he did not appear on the next date of hearing, it would be presumed that he had received the information to his satisfaction and the case would be closed. Thus, the case is hereby disposed of.
                                                           



-Sd-
  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






   
      State Information Commissioner.
06.08.2008

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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





…..Complainant







Vs.
 PIO, O/O Distt. Revenue Officer, Ludhiana.

.....Respondent
CC No-536- of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Jagdeep Singh, S/O Late Sh. Kikkar Singh, complainant.



Sh. Kahlon, PIO-cum-Distt. Revenue Officer, Ludhiana.



Kanwar Narinder singh, Tehsildar East, Ludhiana.

Order:
Sh. Kahlon, PIO-cum-Distt. Revenue Officer, Ludhiana and 
Kanwar Narinder S







ingh, APIO-cum-Tehsildar East, Ludhiana, both were present and requested for one more opportunity to file written reply to the various facts and omissions and commissions mentioned in the orders of the Commission passed from time to time. Accordingly, one more opportunity, being last opportunity for filing written explanation is granted.  They may file their written explanation at least 10 days before the next date of hearing .

2.
Late Sh. Kikkar Singh and thereafter his son Sh. Jagdeep Singh have had to attend many hearings in the Commission for getting  the information or follow up the case. PIO/DRO and PIO/Tehsildar ( East) Ludhiana may also state why a cost of Rs. 250/- per hearing be not paid by them  for all previous and future hearings to Sh.  Jagdeep Singh, S/O Late Sh. Kikkar Singh, complainant, due to the harassment caused to them.

Adjourned to 17.9.08.

     
Sd/-

  






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






   
      State Information Commissioner.
06.08.2008

(Ptk.)

