STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

C/o Gurcharan Singh Grewal,

House No. 74, Hill View Enclave,

Braham Ashram Road,

HIMSHIKHA.

Pinjore, District Panchkula.




…..Complainant







Vs.

 PIO, O/O
Deputy Commissioner, 
Ludhiana.







.....Respondent
CC No- 1078- of 2007:
Present:
Sh. Gurcharan Singh S/o Late Sh. Harpal Singh Grewal 



Complainant. 


Sh. Karamjit Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Mulapur on behalf of the 


Tehsildar (West).

Order:



Late Sh. Harpal Singh Grewal vide his application (date not clear) with fee paid on 23.04.2007 addressed the PIO/DC, Ludhiana to know the fate of his application forwarded by the Chief Secretary, Government of Punjab to the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana vide Endorsement No. 2676-P dated 16.07.2003.  He made a complaint on 14.06.2007 through his son Sh. Gurcharan Singh Grewal that information had not been supplied to him.  According to Sh. Gurcharan Singh Grewal, his father Sh. Harpal Singh Grewal passed away on 21.09.2007 and with the permission of the Commission, he was brought on record as L.R. since he wanted to pursue the case further.    The matter was considered in the Commission on 22.01.2008, 13.02.2008, 26.03.2008, 30.04.2008 and 11.06.2008 and the matter had been further adjourned to 12.08.2008.  From the statements made in the hearings and the documents provided to him, it has been admitted both by the DC as well as the SDM (West) that the representation made by Sh. Harpal Singh had been forwarded by the then Chief Secretary to the then Deputy Commissioner from where it was further forwarded to the office of SDM (West).  The SDM (West) had marked it to the 
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Girdawar Kanungo.  The said Kanungo Sh. Surinder Singh reported that the case did not concern the Revenue Department but the Police Department.  Thereafter, the SDM (West) vide his register entry no. 4651-52/SDM(W) dated 07.08.2004 sent the case of Sh. Harpal Singh Grewal, Dera Baba Jaimal Singh at Beas, Amritsar to the police which was received in the police station vide no. 855 dated 08.10.2004.  After enquiry, the case was filed as per the entry on the same register.  Vide letter 1/Spl/RTI dated 12.08.2008, the SDM asked the SHO for further papers/enquiry report, if any, but no reply has been received.  Sh. Gurcharan Singh was insistent that the copy of the reference made by the SDM, covering letter and representation forwarded with it should be supplied to him from the Thana.  Today, under orders of the Commission, a copy of the letter dated 04.08.2006 addressed by the SDM (West) to the SHO, Division No. 5, Civil Line, Ludhiana with a copy endorsed to SSP., Ludhiana as well as to the State Information Commission alongwith enclosures has been supplied to the Complainant. According to Sh. Gurcharan Singh Grewal, late Sh. Harpal Singh had filed some Civil Suit against his younger son, in which he had needed proof of his earlier complaints made to all authorities at the relevant time regarding harassment being faced by him at the hands of his own son and the great problems created for him including stealing of his property, forcible occupation of his house etc. by his son.  The information he has been able to get through the Commission should be sufficient to establish his case.   I do not deem it necessary to continue with this exercise.  
3.

With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of.   









-Sd-
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


12.08. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

S/o Sh. Prem Kumar

#6832/164, M M Singh 

Wartan Ganj, New Town,

M.C XII-B, 3/227,

Mittal Road, (2870 New Rakba)

Moga.








…..Complainant







Vs.

 Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner Revenue

Moga. 


 









.....Respondent
CC No- 929-32 & CC-1048 of 2008:
Present:
Sh. Raj Kumar, complainant in person.



Sh. Shinder Singh, APIO-Supdt.,O/O D.L.G., Pb.



Sh. Mehar Singh, Sr. Asstt., O/O Regional Dy. Director, Local 


Govt., Ferozepur.



Sh. B.S.Bhullar, PIO-cum Accountant, M.C., Moga.


Order:


While dealing with the Case No. CC-930/08, it was recalled that the same problem regarding Wartan Ganj had been earlier dealt with, with regard to the “Aks Sajra” and dispute regarding demarcation of shops. It appears that in addition to the present CC-930/08 titled Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal Vs PIO/Principal Secretary Local Govt., Punjab and three other cases which are to come up for hearing today i.e. CC-929/08 titled Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal Vs D.C.Moga, CC-931/08, titled Sh. Raj Kumar Vs F.C.R. Punjab and CC-932/08 titled Sh. Raj Kumar Vs D.C. Moga, there are yet other cases which are  pending  or have been disposed of  by some other bench. One of the respondents stated that there was another case CC-1048/08 fixed for 19th August, 2008 before this very bench. The said file was called for which is the specific case asking for inspection of certain registries pertaining to the land. However, in this case, I have found the order of AC-99/08 titled  Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal Vs Tehsildar Moga, passed by the double bench of Sh. Rajan Kashyap, IAS (Retd.) CIC and Lt. Gen. (Retd.) P.K.Grover
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S.I.C. It appears that in addition to this, there are some other cases pending before other benches.
2.
I have also seen that the Dy. Registrar has asked Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal to file an affidavit stating that no identical/similar case has been filed by him earlier or is pending/has been decided by any other bench. Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal has calmly gone ahead and without any compensations has given the required affidavit which the registry has accepted at its face value. 

3.
Sh. Harjit Singh, PIO-cum-Tehsildar Moga as well as Sh. Amrit Pal Singh, APIO-cum- Dealing Assistant, O/O Tehsildar Moga,  and Sh. Baljinder Singh Bhalla, PIO, M.C. Moga may go through all the applications and to see whether these Complaints/Appeals are on similar/identical matters (in case there is any thing new in any of the complaints, it should be spelled out). These complaints are to be examined from the point of view whether the affidavit given by Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal is correct or false so that further option can be considered by the Commission before proceeding in the matter.
4.
It is also necessary that the Registry should ascertain and give a complete list of the cases pending or decided before different benches of the Commission both for Complaint cases and Appeal cases or submitted in any other form i.e. for Review/Appeal against order of the Commission (which are not permissible by law). Till this matter is sorted out all the present cases as well as CC-1048/08 titled Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal Vs D.C.Moga will also not be taken up. A copy of this order may be placed on each of these cases.  

All these cases are adjourned to 24.9.2008.
  







-Sd-
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner


12.08. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri. Harcharan Singh

H.No.338, Phase-6, 

SAS Nagar (Mohali)





…..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner

Mohali 










.....Respondent
CC No- 1014 of 2008:
Present:
None for the Complainant.


Ms. Navjot Kaur Mahal, Public Grievance Officer on behalf of 


the PIO/DC., Mohali.

Order:




Ms. Navjot Kaur Mahal has stated that the same complaint has been dealt with earlier by the bench of Sh. P.K.Verma titled CC 864 of 2006 which was disposed of by him with order dated 09.02.2007.  However, she has not been able to show me a copy of the RTI application in connection with which the said order was passed by Sh. P.K.Verma, SIC.  Unless, I am satisfied that the application was identical, the order of Sh. P.K.Verma cannot be taken into consideration.  
2.

Anyway, I find that no written reply is proffered to the State Information Commission with respect to the complaint and neither has any proof of having delivered the documents to the Complainant being produced.  The PIO is hereby directed to send the documents to the Complainant with reference to his application under RTI Act free of charge since the stipulated period has expired, duly indexed, page marked and attested under registered cover and to produce a copy of the receipt from the Complainant/proof of registry sent at least 10 days before the next date of hearing, alongwith the set of the papers supplied to him for record of the Commission.  
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3.

In case the Complainant has anything to say he should appear on the next date of hearing otherwise it will be presumed that he had nothing to say and the case will be disposed of.    
4.

Adjourned to 24.09.2008.  








-Sd-
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner


12.08. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

# 3497, Sector 38-D

Chandigarh 







…..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions 

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D

Chandigarh










.....Respondent
CC No- 977 of 2008:
Present:
Shri.  Naranjan Singh, Complainant in person.


Smt. Tarinder Kaur, Superintendent-cum-APIO & Sh. 



Harchand, Superintendent-cum-APIO (GP Fund) on behalf of 


the PIO.
Order:




Sh. Naranjan Singh vide his complaint dated 14.05.2008 addressed to the State Information Commission submitted that his application under RTI Act dated 11.03.2008 with postal order of the same date containing 11 points on which information had been demanded has not been attended to and information has not been supplied to him on 10 out of 11 points.  Sh. Harchand Singh, APIO states that full information in so far as it concerned the office of DPI, in connection with the GP Fund account item no. 2 has been supplied to him and he has also been told that the remaining information is available with the Accountant General and the DEO respectively Sh. Naranjan Singh, Complainant acknowledged receiving this information.  As for the remaining 10 points, Smt. Tarinder Kaur, APIO-cum-Superintendent, Establishment who is present today has stated that these concern the head of the School, Government High School, Karala (Sh. Naranjan Singh is presently posted as vocational teacher at Government High School, Chunikalan).  APIO states that she had since transferred the application under Section 6 sub-section 3 of the Act on 
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05.05.2008 to the DEO, Patiala under intimation to the Complainant which the latter acknowledges.  To a query as to why it had not been transferred directly to the Headmaster of the concerned school, who was a PIO in his own right,  Sh. Naranjan Singh, Complainant pointed out that earlier when he had applied to the said Headmaster in his capacity as PIO, the said Headmaster had appeared before this self-same bench and had claimed that he was not the PIO or the APIO and, therefore, not liable to provide the information.  That view had been upheld by the bench.  Now, although Headmasters had been declared to be PIOs, the APIO stated that she thought it fit to transfer the matter to the DEO, to whom the said PIO was subordinate so that he could ensure that the reply was given.  However, it is noted that the said application was transferred under Section 6 sub-Section 3 almost after two months not within the mandatory period of five days.  This is not acceptable, since it is now more than two and half years since the Act was implemented and by now all the PIOs are well aware of the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.  The delay up to the date when the case was transferred to the DEO must, therefore, held to the account of the original PIO and for this reason, I deem it necessary to direct the present PIO to ensure that the information is given to Sh. Naranjan Singh, Complainant by the authorities who are equally subordinate to them.  It appears necessary that the entire record asked for by Sh. Naranjan Singh should be brought to the office of DPI (S) on 25th August, 2008 at 11.30 AM and Sh. Naranjan Singh should be allowed to inspect it.  Thereafter, he may give a written list of the documents of which he needs photocopies which should be supplied to him duly attested within 2-3 days.  

2.

Compliance report should be produced on 24.09.2008 alongwith the list of papers and receipt for the record of the Commission.  
3.

Adjourned to 24.09.2008. 








-Sd-
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner


12.08. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

H.No. 13/188 Park Road 

New Mandi Near Railway

Malgodam, Distt.-Sangrur










…..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secy. Health & Family Welfare Deptt. Pb.

Mini Sectt. Sector 9, Chandigarh.  









.....Respondent
CC No- 982 of 2008:
Present:
Sh. Prem Kumar Ratan, Complainant in person.


None for the Respondent.

Order:




Sh. Prem Kumar Ratan vide his complaint dated 13.05.2008 stated that his two RTI applications dated 29.03.2008 (containing seven points) and 3.04.2008, both with due payment of fees, both addressed to the PIO/Secretary, Health and Family Welfare, Punjab  had not been attended to and no reply had been provided to him till the date of the complaint.   A copy of his complaint was sent to the concerned PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed well in time vide order dated 14.07.2008.  
2.

Today the Complainant is present in person but none is present on behalf of the PIO/Principal Secretary, Health and Family Welfare, Punjab.  It is observed that both the RTI applications are on separate and distinctive matters and have nothing to do with each other. Sh. Prem Kumar Ratan was told that he is required to file a separate complaint with respect to each Right to Information application.  Therefore, he was asked to select one of them for consideration in CC-982/2008.  He states that the application dated 03.04.2008 (although the date is not very clear) with the payment of fee on 05.04.2008 may be taken up.     It is also observed that in application dated 03.04.2008, all items concern his 
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request for the status/action taken on certain communications which have not been attached.  The complainant has been asked to give copies of all communications mentioned in his application in form ‘A’.  Copies of these communications may also be sent to the PIO/ the Principal Secretary, Health and Family Welfare.  He may also be advised to ignore RTI application dated 29.03.2008 in so far as the present complaint no. 982 of 2008 is concerned as the Complainant will be filing a fresh complaint with respect to that.  
3.

It is observed that it is entirely optional for the Complainant to appear but it is mandatory for the PIO to appear himself or through his representative, and/or to send a communication giving the status of the RTI application and to also state suo motu the reasons for which the information has not been supplied.  PIO has not appeared nor has he sent his representative not has sent any communication.   
4.

The PIO is directed to give the information to the application immediately and to supply a set of documents for the record of the Commission, as well as receipt from the Complainant/proof of registry sent at least 10 days before the next date of hearing.     

5.

Adjourned to 24.09.2008.  








-Sd-
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner


12.08. 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Smt. Acme, D/o Sh. Suresh Jain

Gali No.-6, H. No. 19641

Ajeet Road, Bathinda










…..Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secy. Edu. School

Punjab Mini Sectt., Sector- 9 

Chandigarh
 






.....Respondent
CC No- 938 of 2008:
Present:
None for the Complainant.


Sh. Varinder Kumar Joint Secretary-cum-PIO, PSEB.



Sh. Jagtar Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO office of DPI(S), 


Pb. 


Sh. Santokh Singh (dealing with private aided schools)

Order:




PIO, PSEB has stated that he had duly informed the applicant, as well as DPI(aided schools) and DPI (S) vide his letter dated 19.05.2008 that the information sought did not concern him but was concerned with the DPI.  His letter had five annexures.  The APIO, DPI office states that they did not receive any such communication from the PIO, School Education Board, but they  had received the application through the Secretary Education, and had replied vide letter dated 17.04.2008 (copy sent to the Secretary School Education) that the matter is not concerned with them. 
2.

I have gone through the original RTI application which contains six points.  In all of them, the complainant has posed questions and is asking for replies, more by way of a “Jawab Talbi” for her perceived grievances.  The answers to none of these six questions falls within the scope of “information”, “record”, “right to information” as defined in  Section 2 ”Definations” of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  In case Ms. Acme has any grievances or
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 complaints she should approach the competent authority in the Executive for redressal thereof, as this does not fall within the jurisdiction of the Right to Information Act, 2005.    


With these observations the matter is disposed of. 
  







-Sd-
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner


12.08. 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Nachatar Singh, S/o Sh. Maginder Singh

V. Mangewal, Tehsil & Distt.-Moga

Punjab









…..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner

Moga 










.....Respondent
CC No- 962 of 2008:
Present:
Sh. Nachattar Singh, complainant in person.



Sh. Harsharanjit Singh, APIO-Tehsildar, Moga and 



Sh. Mandeep Kumar, dealaing Clerk, O.O DC Moga.


Order:



Sh. Nachattar  Singh, vide his complaint dated 5.5.08 stated that  his application under RTI Act made to the address of PIO/Sangat Darshan Moga (can be read as PIO/D.C. Moga) stated that the information regarding his application dated 26.2.08 in form A with due  fee, has not been supplied to him. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered notice. 
2.
Today, on behalf of the PIO/D.C. Moga Sh. Harsharanjit Singh Tehsildar, Moga is present in person.  He states  vide  his letter dated 7.8.08, addressed to the Commission  that  vide letter No. 1613 of even date information has been supplied to Sh. Nachattar Singh, complainant. A copy of the information was sent to Sh. Nachattar Singh and he has himself confirmed its receipt . A copy of letter dated 7.8.08 has also been supplied to him once again today.

3.
However, It has not been possible to understand from the RTI application  what exactly  is his requirement as he has not  even given the name of the village, Khatauni number, Khasra number etc.  of the land under dispute. In fact 
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he himself is not sure regarding which Nishandehi’s he needs (pertaining to which plots).  
4.

The Tehsildar Moga is hereby directed to provide an Aks Shajra/Masavi of the total land of all types including agricultural land holdings belonging Sh. Nachattar  Singh in village Mangewal. In case there was any dispute in the past with any other villager with respect to his land, copies of the Nishandehi thereof already carried out should be provided to him. A copy of Naksha Alaf “  “should be supplied to him in respect of his joint holdings.  Compliance thereof be reported on the next date of hearing, with receipt from the complainant. He should be given a set of the documents duly attested indexed and page marked. A set of documents should also be supplied for the record of the Commission.

Adjourned to 24.9.2008.

  







-Sd-
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner


12.08. 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Ranjit Kumar, S/o Sh. Devi Dayal
H.No. 549, Ward No. 3,
Near Bachana Ciment Store, Bharat Colony Rajpura

Distt.-Patiala









…..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner

Patiala 
 










.....Respondent
CC No- 963 of 2008 
Present:
Sh. Ranjit Singh, complainant in person.



Sh. Surinder Goswami, RTI Clark. O/O DC Patiala.


Order:



Shri Ranjit Kumar vide his complaint dated 3.5.08 made to the Commission submitted that his application under RTI Act dated nil with due payment of fee deposited vide postal order dated 27.3.08 had not been attended to by the PIO/DC Patiala. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed. 
2. Today the complainant is present in person and also Sh. Surinder Goswami, RTI clerk. He has presented a copy of letter dated 6.5.08 vide which the information has been supplied to the complainant which has been confirmed by the latter. 
3. After going through the information, I am satisfied that the information has been supplied.  The case is hereby disposed of.
  





    

-Sd-
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner
12.08. 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

# 3497, Sector 38-D

Chandigarh 










…..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions(SE) 

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D

Chandigarh










.....Respondent
CC No- 976 of 2008:
Present:
Sh. Naranjan Singh, complainant in person.



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



Sh. Baldev Singh Lecturer, Sr. Sec. School, Sarabha.


Order:



Sh. Naranjan Singh, vide his complaint dated 14.5.08 stated that his application dated 20.3.08 made to the PIO/DPI(S), Punjab, with due payment of fee had not been attended to and information had not been provided till todate. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed.
2.
Today, Sh. Bhagwan Singh, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the APIO-cum-Supdt. with letter of authority, has presented a copy of letter dated 8.8.08 addressed by the DPI(S) to the DEO(S) Ludhiana directing that a copy of the letter of regularization of service of Sh. Mohinder Pal Singh be provided to the complainant and a copy of the same  be provided to the DPI office also. He stated that the matter of regularization of the employees concerns the DEO(S), who is the competent authority for the same.  Sh. Baldev Singh, Lecturer is present on behalf of the Principal, Sr. Sec. school, Sarabha where Sh. Mohinder Pal Singh is working, has brought a copy of letter dated 11.8.08, addressed by the Principal to the DEO(S) along with attested copy of the order  book entry No. 61 dated 2.3.77, in which Sh. Mohinder Singh has been informed that his 
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services are required to be regularized in accordance with Memo dated 9.2.1977 and has asked for the necessary certificates etc. to be produced so that the entries of his appointment  can be incorporated in the service book. A photocopy of these two letters be provided to the complainant today and the original should be sent to the DEO(S) Ludhiana for necessary action. The representative of the PIO also states that the regularization of services of complainant is required to be made from the date of joining. Now armed with whatever documents he has been able to get under the RTI Act Sh. Naranjan Singh should approach the Competent Authority DEO(S), Patiala for redressal of his perceived grievances. 
3.
  However, the PIIO/DPI(S) is also directed to provide the copy of the relevant instructions for regularization of services of adhoc employees. Although the matter regarding regularization of employees may well have been delegated to the DEO’s of the districts concerned, yet the instructions under which the employees can be regularized have surely been issued by the DPI(S) to the DEO’s of all the districts for uniform action. 
4.
Compliance report may be filed by the PIO/DPI(S) after providing the information and due receipt from Sh. Naranjan Singh alongwith copy of the information supplied for the record of the Commission at least 10 days before the date of hearing. 

Adjourned to 24.9.2008. 
  







-Sd-
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner


12.08. 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Harjinder Singh, S/o Sh. Sher Singh

Bhikhi Road Budhlada

Distt.-Mansa









…..Appellant 






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions(SE) 

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D

Chandigarh










.....Respondent
AC No- 204 of 2008:
Present:
None for the complainant.



Smt. Tarinder Kaur, APIO-cum-Supdt., O/O DPI(S)



Sh. Rattan Singh, dealing Assistant.
Order:



Sh. Harjinder Singh vide his complaint dated nil received on 9.5.08 submitted that  his application under RTI  Act dated nil received in the office of PIO/Education Department,. Punjab on 11.6.07 has not been attended to and information asked for has not been supplied to him.  He had sent  fee in cash (copy of the RTI application not available  on file, to be supplied by the PIO). The Assistant Director forwarded the said application to the Director C DAC, Industrial Area, Mohali telling him that since the information was available with him, it should be supplied to the applicant under intimation to this office. This was followed by a reminder dated 10.3.08. The C DAC however had already vide  their letter dated 21.5.07 told Sh. Harjinder Singh that “query relates to our client, department of School Education, Punjab.  Henceforth, it is requested that the details may be obtained from them directly”. Thereafter, the applicant filed an appeal with the Appellate Authority, Special Secretary Education, Punjab again dated nil, but stated to be 2.2.08 on the copy of the applicant.  The Appellate Authority once again wrote to the DPI(S). The Complainant stated that “all the officers had got  rid of the information just by writing. “They have written to the concerned department”.  No body bothers about my future”.
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2.
The provisions of Section 2(f) have been brought to the attention of the APIO who is present before me today. She has been directed to access the information from the C DAC herself and to provide it to the applicant immediately, under due receipt and to produce the said receipt/proof of registry and copy of the information supplied for the record of the Commission on the next date of hearing positively. 
3.
It is observed that I have come across 4-5 such cases and find that the same route is being used by the PIO to kick the application around like a ball from office to office without providing the information.  In the present case, the application was received under RTI Act, in her office on 11.06.2007 and has still not been attended to by adopting the mode described by the Complainant is hereby directed to furnish her explanation under Section 20(1) of the Act in which penalties have been described for not giving information within the prescribed period.  The explanation may be given in writing.  It may be noted that in case he does not provide information to the applicant and does not give the written explanation, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed further ex-parte against him.  The period of delay in the present case appears to be more than 13 months excluding 30 days in which the information is required to be provided and cannot be overlooked.  


Adjourned to 24.09.2008 for supply of information and consideration of the reply of the PIO to the show cause notice.
  







    -Sd-
  





    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner


12.08. 2008.

