STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Col Joginder Singh,

# 905, Phase 2, Goindwal,

District Tarn Taran.





--------Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar.






  ---------Respondent.





       AC No- 107-2007  

Present:
Col Joginder Singh, Appellant in person.


Sh. Rajinder Singh, Tehsildar-I 



Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Patwari on behalf of the DC., Amritsar.
Order:


In compliance with orders of the Commission passed on time to time, Col Joginder Singh states that he has received the letter dated 21.07.2008 from the PIO with copy endorsed to the State Information Commission (not found on record).  In this letter, it has been stated by the PIO that the missing file with noting containing all the letters/representations from Col. Joginder Singh has since been found except for one communication of the year 2001 (representative of the PIO, who is present today states that this communication is also being looked for).  Col. Joginder Singh has pointed out that the letter reportedly annexed containing the status of his application for the issue of red card by the DC, Taran Taran has not been found attached.  The representative of the PIO is also not able to supply a copy of the letter reportedly endorsed to State Information Commission or the said annexure. However, Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Patwari has produced photo copy of the money order for Rs. 1750/- (including payment for the hearing today) copy of which has been supplied to the Commission as well as to Col. Joginder Singh today as per the order of the Commission dated 28.05.2008.  
2.

The PIO is hereby directed to produce the said file, earlier missing, now located, including all correspondence and noting for inspection by Col. 
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Joginder Singh and perusal by the bench.  In addition, the report on the fixing of responsibility and/or any action taken/proposed to be taken against the errant employee be also submitted.  

3.

Col. Joginder Singh requests that the Commission may order, in the background what has happened that it is the DC, Amritsar who should issue the red card to Col. Joginder Singh and not the present DC, Taran Taran.  This is a matter that the Commission has no jurisdiction to go into since it is entirely an executive decision and the matter of who is to process the case presently falls within the jurisdiction of the Financial Commissioner Revenue in the Department of Disaster Management Relief and Rehabilitation and not the State Information Commission.  
4.

It is observed that although the order imposing penalty had been passed, it was withheld and not dispatched under orders of the Commission, since the representative of the PIO had stated that a representation was being moved explaining the reasons why the matter required to be reconsidered.  However, no such representation has been filed or is presently before the Commission for consideration. 

5.

Adjourned to 12.11.2008 for inspection of file, report of Deputy Commissioner fixing responsibility etc./action taken as well as for consideration of representation of the Deputy Commissioner in respect of the penalty if any.  
Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Jaswinder Singh, Punjabi. Master,

Govt. Middle School, SIAU,

Tehsil & District SAS Nagar, Mohali.


--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O District Education Officer(S),

Sangrur.



&

1.
Sh. Ashok Bhalla, CEO Patiala Mandal 

at Nabha, District Patiala the then PIO-cum-DEO, Sangrur. 

2.
Sh. Pawan Kumar, 

APIO-cum-Superintendent/DEO(S),

Sangrur. 

3.
Sh. Verinder Kumar, Junior Assistant

O/o DEO (Secondary), Barnala.

4.
Sh. Ajaib Singh, Junior Assistant,


O/o DEO, Sangrur. 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 69-2007  

Present:
 Sh. Jaswinder Singh, Complainant in person.



Smt. Balwant Kaur, PIO-cum-DEO, Sangrur. 



Sh. Pawan Kumar Singla, APIO-cum-Superintendent.



Sh. Ajaib Singh, Junior Assistant o/o DEO(S), Pb.



Sh. Verinder Kumar, Junior Assistant, O/o EDO(S), Barnala. 
Order:


In compliance of order dated 22.07.2008 para 4 thereof, the DEO has not supplied any letter giving details of information supplied to Sh. Jaswinder Singh from time to time as per the latter’s statement.  
2.

Sh. Verinder Kumar, Junior Assistant Barnala presently posted at Barnala, then posted at Sangrur has appeared in person and has stated that he was notified on telephone only today in the morning at 07.30 AM that he is required to attend the hearing before the Commission today.  He had not been given any documents of the orders passed by the Commission from time to time in the present case or informed the context in which he was required to appear.  
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His reply dated 10.09.2008 submitted today is based upon verbal instructions given to him to give his explanation regarding page marking without showing him the documents.  He was shown the noting portion dated 20.12.2007, which was submitted by Sh. Pawan Kumar, Superintendent-cum-APIO to the Commission vide his covering letter dated 04.03.2008 (containing photocopies of page 6 of the noting dated 20.12.2007).  According to this noting, which had been submitted by Sh. Pawan Kumar, Superintendent to the DEO both Sh. Ajaib Singh and Sh. Verinder Kumar were held responsible for the wrong and careless page marking of the file by the DEO, and both were made to note the warning administered to them, and had appended their signatures on the note itself in confirmation thereof.  Sh. Verinder Kumar stated on oath that those signatures on the noting (in English) are not his signatures and that he has no knowledge of the noting.  He has given a sample of his signatures in English and Punjabi in his application dated 10.09.2008 submitted today, which has been countersigned by me. 

3.

Sh. Verinder Kumar is hereby permitted to inspect the file of the office which is in the custody of the Commission and should also apprise himself of the entire proceedings of the Commission and thereafter make any submission that he wants to make, in writing since he is very much in the dock.  

4.

It has been brought to my notice that the Registry of the Commission has made a serious mistake in sending both the notices and orders of the last hearing to the Complainant Sh. Jaswinder Singh i.e. in addition to the notice addressed to him, the notice of the PIO has also been wrongly sent to Sh. Jaswinder Singh.  He has today passed on the second notice and orders wrongly received by him to the PIO.  It is observed that the order was dictated in the presence of all concerned in the hearing on 22.07.2008 and, therefore, the contents of the order, as well as the next date of hearing was known to all the Respondents who were present on that date except to Sh. Verinder Kumar. Yet Sh. Pawan Kumar APIO-cum-Superintendent who has been asked for his explanation in this case, is not present (as distinguished from Sh. Pawan Kumar Singla, APIO-cum-Superintendent who is present) and neither is Sh. Ashok 
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Bhalla the then DEO, and neither any reply had been filed on behalf of them. It may be noted that Sh. Ashok Bhalla PIO-cum-DEO(S) is still responsible for all proceedings of the Commission which took place during his tenure including issue of warning etc. by him to the concerned persons who had been held to be responsible for wrong page marking etc.  He should note that the Commission has taken serious note of the goings on in his office, in his tenure, and the efforts of the said PIO/office to throw dust in the Commission’s eyes.  He may like to offer his explanation for the same, if any. 

5.

However, due to mix up of the notice, it is considered in the fitness of things to grant one adjournment for them to make written submissions for consideration by the Commission before the decision is taken on the notice issued to them under Section 20(1) of the Act for imposing penalty . 



Adjourned to 12.11.2008.  
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008
(LS)


The Deputy Registrar may note the contents of para 4 and 5.  He may add his comments as to how the carelessness occurred and who is responsible for the same.










Sd-
   






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Rajinder Singh,

# 138, Gali No. 5,

Guru Gobind Singh Nagar,

Majitha Road, Amritsar.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Tehsildar No. 1,

Tehsil Complex,

District Court, Amritsar.




  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1261-2007  

Present:
Sh. Rajinder Singh, complainant in person.



Sh. Rahjinder Kumar, Patwari, on behalf of the PIO/Tehsildar 


Amritsar-I.

Order:
On the last date of hearing it has been observed that full information had been given to Sh. Rajinder Singh except for information regarding present place of posting of Sh. Mukhtiar Singh, Tehsildar who had attested the concerned Mutation. The PIO had been directed to supply the said information to him by collecting it from the office of Financial Commissioner Revenue, if necessary.  Shri Rajinder Kumar Patwari  has collected the said information from the office of Financial commissioner Revenue and states that the said Tehsildar Mukhtiar Singh has retired from service on 31.12.2005 and has also supplied his address to the applicant as well as to the Commission vide his letter dated 10.9.08. He has also taken the trouble of producing the order provisional pension order dated 4.4.07, issued by the FCR in the case of said Tehsildar. Both these papers have been supplied to Sh. Rajinder Singh. Nothing further remains to be done. 
2.

However, the complainant has brought to my notice that he has not received any of the orders in this case through post from the Commission except the order of adjournment adjourning the case from 12.3.08 to 9.4.08 dated  bearing No. PSIC/Legal/2008/2558-59. He states that he is having to download the orders from the internet each time. Strangely, the PIO states that he has also not received the 
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latest order passed by the Commission on 23.7.08 purportedly sent to him with covering letter dated 7.8.08. The orders dated 23.7.08 was provided to both of them today during the hearing. 

3.
The Dy. Registrar may look into this matter and report  after checking from the dispatch register giving the full report,  also full amount spent on various communications to the concerned parties for which the Commission has been charged and take up the matter with the courier service. However, internal report of the Registrar may be sent by 25.9.08.


The case is hereby disposed of.

-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008

(Ptk)
Copy to the Dy. Registrar for necessary action and report by 25.09.2008.
                  -Sd-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

REGD POST

Sh. Jasbir Singh,

Plot No. 80, Premier Enclave,

Village Nichhi Mangli,

PO Ramgarh,

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Sub Divisional Magistrate (West),

Ludhiana.






  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1371-2007  

Present:
Sh. Jasbir Singh, Complainant in person.


None for the Respondent.

Order:


The detailed order had been passed in this case on 09.04.2008 and the case was adjourned to 28.05.2008 for hearing.  On 28.05.2008, none appeared for the Complainant.  However, representative of the PIO stated that the APIO was on duty in connection with on going elections and, therefore, he asked for adjournment which was granted and the case was further adjourned to 23.07.2008.  On 23.07.2008, the case was once again adjourned due to State Wide Bandh when none appeared either for the Complainant or for the Respondent.  In the interest of justice, one more chance was given and the case adjourned to 10.09.2008.  

2.
      
Today, Sh. Jasbir Singh, Complainant is present in person but none has appeared on behalf of the PIO/SDM(W), Ludhiana to whom directions had been issued to get the information from the PIO/Tehsildar and to supply it as per the order dated 09.04.2008.  The PIO has neither sent the required information to the Complainant nor has appeared himself or through the representative nor has sent any communication to the Commission in follow up of the orders of the Commission.  This is inspite of the fact that the Commission has adjourned the matter twice on the request of the PIO and once due to the State Bandh, therefore, 
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effectively PIO had got five months further after the orders were passed to implement them.   
3.

Now therefore the PIO/SDM(W) is hereby issued notice under Section 20(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, to show cause why penalty of Rs. 250/- per day of default subject to the minimum Rs. 25000/- be not imposed upon him for not giving the information to the Complainant within the stipulated period.  The PIO may give his answer in writing.  The PIO may note that if he does not file the written reply and/or does not appear himself or through representative on the next date of hearing, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission will proceed further as per the provisions of the Act ex-parte against him.

4.

The PIO/SDM(W), Ludhiana is once again hereby directed to supply the information as per the directions of the Commission, in order dated 09.04.2008 immediately and without any further delay, it will be noted that non compliance with the order of the Commission can attract action under Section 20(2) in addition to penalty under Section 20(1) RTI Act, 2005.        
5.

Adjourned to 12.11.2008 for compliance and for consideration of the reply of the PIO to show cause notice under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act.
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008
(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Joginder Singh (Ex-servicemen),

VPO Payal, Ward nO. 9,

# 1504, District Ludhiana.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Director Lands Records,

Punjab, Kapurthala Road,

Jalandhar.






  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1784-2007  

Present:
Sh. Joginder Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Santokh Singh, Jr. Assistant on behalf of the PIO/DLR, 


Jalandhar.

Order:



The complaint dated 29.09.2007 of Sh. Joginder Singh with respect to his application dated 20th August, 2007 made to the address of the PIO/DLR-cum-Claim Officer, Jalandhar for certain documents relating to claims in respect of property left behind in district Sialkot (now Pakistan) at the time of partition was considered and detailed orders passed on 22.04.2008, 28.05.2008 and 23.07.2008.  It is heartening to note that although the DLR had originally stated that no papers could be located, upon a painstaking search and much effort certain papers which may prove useful to him i.e. the attested photo stat of the original ‘mutalba’ claim made by his father Sh. Ralla Singh has been provided to him.   It has also been ascertained that the name and the signature of the officer who had passed the order dated 20.12.1963 was one Sh. Bashamber.  The Director had, however, been asked to make one more effort to find the copy of the letter dated 20.12.1963 from his record.  

2.

Today the representative of the PIO has presented the letter dated 08.09.2008 addressed to the Commission in which it is stated that despite best efforts, the record has not been found.  The said record may be available in the office of Regional Settlement Commissioner, Jaisalmer House, Maan Singh 
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Road, New Delhi.  A copy of the said letter has been provided to Sh. Joginder Singh today during the hearing and he may make further efforts to locate the said record in Jaisalmer House, if he so desires.  The efforts of the PIO/DLR’s office are appreciated.



With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of. 
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Jaswant Singh,

# 3911, Ward No. 12 (15),

Hamayunpur, Sirhind,

District Fatehgarh Sahib.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Director Public Instructions(S),

SCO 95-97, Sector 17, 

Chandigarh.






  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1868-2007  

Present:
Sh. Jaswant Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Pawan Kumar, APIO-Senior Assistant.
Sh. Bimal Dev, Sr. Assistant.

Order:


The APIO Sh. Pawan Kumar has presented a copy of letter dated 05.09.2008 addressed to Sh. Jaswant Singh with copy endorsed to the Commission vide which he has been informed that his representation no. 287 dated 22.06.2007 (the subject matter of RTI application) has been considered and rejected.  Copy has been supplied to Sh. Jaswant Singh today, during the hearing.  He states that with this, the information asked for stands supplied.  However, Sh. Jaswant Singh reiterates that information that he had asked was records and documents concerning the dealing of his letter no. 287 dated 22.06.2007 upto the date of giving the information.  Sh. Jaswant Singh states that the records and documents asked for by him had not been supplied.  

2.

It is observed that as far the back as in the order dated 27.05.2008 in para 4 thereof the following had been ordered :-

“The PIO is hereby directed to produce the full file in the Commission on the next date of hearing particularly, the file on which the application of Sh. Jaswant Singh dated 22.06.2007 was dealt including any reference made by the DEO to the DPI, in respect of the application of Sh. Jaswant Singh dated 22.06.2007 and correspondence pertaining thereto with any other authority.”  
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3.

The said file has not been produced but only the end order which appears to have been conveyed vide letter dated 05.09.2008 cited earlier.  The file should now be produced.  In addition, it is necessary that the file on which letter no. 1412-2007R-1(4) dated 14.08.2007 was issued to the DPI should also be produced in full.  Both these files should be produced without fail on the next date of hearing.  The Commission would like to peruse the contents of both these files and Sh. Jaswant Singh may also be permitted to inspect the files and take copies of any correspondence that he wants. 
4.

In the meantime, Sh. Jaswant Singh is hereby directed to file an affidavit regarding all cases submitted by him, whether Complaints, Appeals or Reviews which may be pending or have been decided by any other bench of the Commission with respect to the same matter.  In addition, he should also ask his friend Sh. Varinder Kumar who has put duplicate/same/similar complaints/appeals/reviews regarding Sh. Jaswant Singh case to give similar list, since after the inspection of these two files all matters dealing with the same thing shall be considered finished.   Sh. Jaswant Singh agrees to do so.        


Adjourned to 12.11.2008.
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha,

# 2017/1, Sector 45-C,

Chandigarh.





--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O SMO,

Civil Hospital,

Baba Bakala,

District Amritsar.




  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 2060-2007  

Present:
None for the complainant.



Representative on behalf of  the PIO.
Order:

The representative of the PIO/SMO, PHC Baba Bakala has supplied a copy of the receipt signed by the complainant in which the following is written:

“The information has been supplied to the complainant. The complainant is satisfied.”
2.
Although copy of information supplied has not been submitted for the record of the Commission. Shri Amarjit Singh Lauka had due and adequate notice for the hearing of today. Since the receipt has been produced on behalf of the PIO with the signatures of the complainant and he has not appeared himself. It is presumed that he has received the information. Thus, the case is hereby disposed of.
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008

(Ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Gagandeep Singh, Clerk,

O/o DPI College, Pb,

SCO 66-67,

Sector 17-D, Chandigarh.





--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO/O Director Public Instructions (S),

SCO 95-97, Sector 17, 
Chandigarh






  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 405-2008  

Present:
Sh. Gagandeep Singh, complainant in person.



Sh. Manjeet Singh, PIO-cum-Registrar, Education Deptt.,Punjab.
Order:

On the last date of hearing, the PIO had reported that the file had been reconstructed to the extent possible and supplied to the Commission. The PIO had brought a set of information for the complaint also, but since he was not present, the PIO was asked to send it through registered post to him and the case was adjourned for today to give the Complainant a chance to make his submission, if any.

2.
Today, the complainant is present and states that the file which is required by him concerns his termination from service  during the probation period, for an offence which he stated had never been committed by him, and where the Court had acquitted him on the evidence of the prosecutrise absolving him.  He stated that other two persons had been acquitted by giving them benefit of doubt. One of them was in Punjab Govt. service (in Education Department) had been able to get full benefits of service, including for the period of arrest and trial etc.  However his file is not available which is creating complications for him for the counting of his service of -probation period for his seniority and all matters concerning his termination/period of service on probation before his acquittal and re-employment.
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3.
It is observed that the Registrar with great efforts has been able to reconstruct part file (correspondence only) concerning this case and states that he has not been able to locate the noting portion despite his best efforts. The complainant insists that noting portion is also very important for him as it would show that internal working and the level at which the decision was taken for termination etc.  However, the orders are self speaking and themselves provide the basis and  the signatures of the Competent Authority.

4.
Shri Gagandeep Singh should now, on the basis of the papers he has been able to get under the RTI Act, approach the Competent Authority in the Executive or the Civil Courts  for the redressal of his perceived  grievances if he wishes, and is so advised.  He may bring out the implication of the non production of the noting and his apprehensions regarding the damage to his case due to the absence of the same and the said authority can draw adverse inference against the authorities, if he is able to make out his case.


With these observations the case is hereby disposed of.
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008

(Ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Mohd, Shakeel, S/O Rahamdeen,

Mohalla Julahian Wala, near Islamia Kamboj,

Sr. Secondary School, Malerkotla(Sangrur).










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o S.D.M  Malerkotla

&

PIO/O Tehsildar,

Malerkotla.







.....Respondent.

CC No-1123-of 2008 & CC No- 1146-2008  
Present:
Mohd, Shakeel, Complainant in person.



Sh. Amandeep Singh Bhatti, Tehsildar Malerkotla on behalf of 


the SDM., Malerkotla.
Order:



The Tehsildar, Malerkotla has appeared in CC No. 1146/2008 as well as with letter of authority on behalf of the SDM, Malerkotla in the present case.  Both the complaints are on an identical matter but the information has been asked for from two different authorities.  They are hereby clubbed together for hearing.  

2.

Today the Tehsildar, Malerkotla has present a letter dated 08.09.2008 (covering letter) vide which he has provided the copy of a reference made by him to the SDM vide letter date 02.09.2008 and the SDM has further made the reference to the Deputy Commissioner on 03.09.2008.  The present position as stated by the Tehsildar is that the DC has since made the reference for legal opinion from the District Attorney which is awaited.  The DRO has advised the Tehsildar to request the Commission for two weeks’ adjournment, so that the final reply could be given.

3.

However, it does not lie within the jurisdiction of the Commission to monitor the flow of information till the legal opinion is received and a final view taken in the matter.  The PIO is required to give the information in  
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accordance with the RTI application on the basis of the present available record. 4.

As such, in the view of the Commission, the provision of an attested copy of the letter of Tehsildar-cum-APIO addressed to the State Information Commission alongwith its annexures, to the Complainant, will meet the needs of the RTI applications.  Photo stat of the same may be given to him today and attested photo stat will be supplied to him tomorrow as per the statement of the APIO.



With this, the matter is hereby disposed of.  A copy of this order should also be placed on the related file no. 1146 of 2008.
Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008

(LS)
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Gurmeet Singh,

DRA Branch,

DC Office,

Mansa






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mansa.






  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1150-2008  

Present:
None for the complaint.



None for the PIO.
Order:
The PIO has not appeared himself or though his representative and not sent any communication showing the status of the information in connection with the RTI application dated 27.3.08 of Sh. Gurmeet Singh made to the address of PIO/DRA Branch of D.C. office Mansa. In case the reply is already sent, a copy thereof duly indexed, page marked and attested along with the receipt from the complainant be sent immediately to the Commission along with a set of documents supplied to him for the record of the Commission. In case the information has not yet been given, should be given immediately in the aforesaid manner. It may be noted that non supply of information within the stipulated period invites penalties u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act. In this case it is seen that already about 6 months have passed since the submission of the application. Sh. Gurmeet Singh may also give acknowledgement from the PIO/proof of having delivered the application to the PIO, since there is no proof with his application and the postal order  No. 66E 542530 dated 12.12.07  is also not found addressed to any person.


Adjourned to 5.11.2008.
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008

(Ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Smt. Anguri Devi,

# 20639, Street No. 26/2,

Ajit Road,

Bathinda.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Education Secretary,

Punjab, 

Chandigarh.




 

 --------Respondent.





       CC No- 1156-2008
Present:
Sh. Madan Lal on behalf of Smt. Anguri Devi complainant.



None for the PIO.
Order:

Smt. Anguri Devi vide her complaint dated 10.5.08 made to the State Information Commission stated that she, vide her application under RTI Act dated nil with due payment of fee vide postal order dated 8.10.07 asked for some information from the PIO O/O Secretary, Education Department,  Punjab, which had not been given to her. Hence the complaint. Copy of this complaint was sent to the PIO and date of  hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post.

2.
Today none is present on behalf of the PIO. However a letter dated 14.8.08 without copy endorsed to the State Information Commission, has been received in which the Superintendent 5 Branch of the Education Department has asked the DPI to attend to item No. 3(b)(g)(h) and (i).  He has also asked Superintendent IV Branch to attend to item no (c), (d), (f) which concerned him. Item No, 3(j) appears to have been left out which concerns his branch, should be attended to by him. A copy of the same has been sent to Smt. Anguri Devi.

3.
Smt. Anguri Devi is represented by Sh. Madan Lal, her authorized representative. He was asked for  copy of the representation No. 3908 dated 8.8.07 which is stated to have been sent  vide registered post to Secretary Education, Punjab with acknowledgement/receipt of the said authority so that the matter could be understood, which he did. He also gave a copy of the judgment 
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and decree sheet in civil suit 204 of 10.5.97 in which had been held by the Civil Court that the officials of the DPI office were at fault for withholding the ex-gratia benefits to Smt.  Anguri Devi upon the death of her husband who was Junior Assistant of the said office and died in harness. The Court had also decreed that an interest of 12% be given to her on the delayed payment.  In para 8 of the said order the Court had recommended  that action be initiated against the defaulting officials and the loss suffered on account of the liability of payment of interest  be recovered from them under the service rules. Her representative  stated that this amount (Rs. 11,550/-) was however given from the departmental sources and no action taken against the defaulting officials.  Instead, on account of this, her son Rakesh Kumar who had been given employment on compassionate grounds, had been made to suffer unwarranted punishments in many ways,  by misplacing his ACRs, transferring him to other stations on surplus posts where no requirement had been indicated, giving him duties of teaching whereas he was appointed as SLA and then indicting him for not doing his job properly for which he was not qualified, being only a matriculate. Her complaint dated 8.8.07 has been taken on record along with a copy of the said judgment. 
4.

It is noticed that while allocating the subjects to the DPI and Education 4 Branch, item No. 3(a) and 3(d) have not been allotted to any person. In fact her main quest for information is regarding the fate of her complaint dated 8.8.07 and action, if any, taken thereto and all the other items i.e. (b)(c)(e) (h) & (j) are in support by way of explanation of her earlier complaint. While the answer is required to 3(a), copies of rules or instructions applicable should be provided on the various points immediately under due receipt from the complaint and a copy of the same along with receipt be produced for the record of the Commission.


Adjourned to 12.11.08.
Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)
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(Ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Naresh Garg,

Bagh Colony,

Tapa Mandi,

Barnala.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Financial Commissioner (Revenue),

Punjab, 

Chandigarh.




 

 --------Respondent.





       CC No- 1157-2008  
Present:
None for the Complainant.



Sh. Sham Lal, Superintendent-II on behalf of the Respondent.
Order:


Sh. Naresh Garg vide his complaint dated 25.05.2008 made to the Commission submitted that his application under RTI Act dated 24.03.2008 with due payment of fee on 25.03.2008 had not been attended to and concerned information had not been given to him even though he had deposited the amount of Rs. 50/- on 24.04.2008 as demanded from him by the PIO vide his letter dated 11.04.2008.  Hence the complaint.  A copy of the same forwarded to the concerned PIO.  The date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post dated 05th August, 2008.  
2.

Today, Sh. Sham Lal, Superintendent-II has stated that full information had since been supplied to the complainant vide letter dated 02.06.2008.   The State Information Commission has also been informed the same vide letter dated 02.06.2008 and full information has been supplied for the record of the Commission.  He states that letter has been sent by registered post through central issue branch and he has been taken at his word.  He also states that Sh. Naresh Garg’s statement that he has rendered Rs. 50/- vide postal order dated 24.04.2008 vide covering letter and postal order both dated 24.04.2008 is not correct as the said letter has been received only on 16.05.2008 in the office 
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of the Financial Commissioner Revenue and, therefore, the information has been given very much in time on 02.06.2008. 

3.

The Complainant had due and adequate notice of today’s hearing, since he has not appeared, it is presumed that he is satisfied and the case is hereby disposed of.      
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008

(LS)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Surinder Singh Maan,

Chamber No. 91,

District Court,

Fatehgarh Sahib,








--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO O/o Principal Desh Bhagat,

Ayurvedic College (MGG), 

Sounti , Teh- Amloh,

District Fatehgarh Sahib.


 

 --------Respondent.





       CC No- 1158-2008  

Present:
Sh. Surinder Singh Mann through Sh. Lalit Pathak, Advocate.



Prof. Dr. Kulbhushan Vashist, authorized representative of the 


PIO.
Order:
Shri Surinder Singh Mann, vide his complainant dated 22.5.08 submitted  that his application under RTI Act made to the PIO/Principal, Desh Bhagat Ayurvedic College(MGG) Sounti, The. Amloh Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib( it has not been specified whether any fee has been deposited) had not been attended to. Instead vide his letter dated 15.4.08, the said PIO stated “that my client is purely a private concern and it is not established or constituted with the  funds provided by the state/central government. Therefore, the provisions of “The Right to Information Act, 2005” are not applicable and you have got no right or authority to ask my client to give any third party information of the confidential records of my client. Hence by sending this reply, you are requested to please withdraw your said letter dated 19.3.08 with immediate effect.” Hence the complaint. 

2.
Dr. Kulbhushan Vashist has presented  a letter of authority on behalf of the said college. Dr. Kulbhushan Vashist is hereby directed that the Principal of the said College should file an affidavit specifying that the information under the provisions of Section 2(h) defining “Public Authority” are applicable to the said 
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college before the Commission can consider this contention. He may also state in the affidavit whether any circular has been issued by the DRME or AYUSH for appointing Public Information Officer in the said College for carrying out its duties under the RTI Act.


Adjourned to 12.11.2008.
-Sd-


  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


10.09.2008

(Ptk)
