STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Inderjit, Supdt.

Animal Husbandry, 

R.No. 715, Pb., Mini Sectt. Pb.

Chandigarh 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Joint Secy. Revenue (Admn)

F.Cs Sectt, 2nd Floor, Pb. Civil Sectt.,

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

AC No-329-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Inderjit, complainant in person.



Ms. Anita Bhalla, APIO-cum-Supdt.



Sh. Jagat Singh Jinha, Dealing Asstt.

Order: 



The present matter concerns the application of Sh. Inderjit Singh under Right to Information Act dated 10.08.2007 and 13.08.2007.  He states that he had put an application for the same information, to a different source i.e to the Deptt of Social Welfare and Commission of Schedule Castes. Most of the information has already become to him from that source.  He states that he is now satisfied and does not want to pursue his complaint any further and requests that it may be disposed of.



Accordingly, the complaint is hereby disposed of.


Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


27.05. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Inderjit, Supdt.

Animal Husbandry, 

R.No. 715, Pb., Mini Sectt. Pb.

Chandigarh 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Joint Secy. Revenue (Admn)

F.Cs Sectt. 2nd Floor, Pb.

Civil Sectt., Chandigarh 




.....Respondent.

AC No-426-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Inderjit, complainant in person.



Ms. Anita Bhalla, APIO-cum-Supdt.



Sh. Jagat Singh Jinna, Dealing Asstt.

Order: 



In compliance with the order passed during the hearing on 18.03.2008 in paras 2 and 3, thereof, Ms. Anita Bhalla APIO-cum-Supdt. has produced the original agenda of the DPC dated 25.07.2007 presented to the Committee for promotion of Supdts of group A and B of FCR’s office.  The original confidential reports of Sh. Inderjit have been placed before me and I have satisfied myself that they have been properly reflected in the agenda for the DPC meeting. There was a little confusion in the mind of Sh. Inderjit regarding the credit to be given to the candidates for part periods.  The APIO explained that the full period of 5 years was taken for the purposes of assessment and the said period was the same period for all candidates.  In cases where employees had been assessed as outstanding (4 marks), there, in case a six-month period for the same was required to be taken into account, the marks were proportionately reduced to half uniformly in all cases.  The whole matter has also been explained to Sh. Inderjit, who is satisfied with the same and does not wish to have any copy of his own confidential report. 
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With this the matter is hereby disposed of.

Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


27.05. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. H.C Arora

#2299, Sector 44-C

Chandigarh 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Financial Commissioner Revenue, Pb.

Civil Sectt. Chandigarh 




.....Respondent.

AC No-371-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. J.S Rana, Advocate for Mr. H.C Arora, Complainant.


Sh. Gurmukh Singh, APIO-cum-Under Secy., Coordination 


Branch.



Sh. Surinder Kumar Garg, APIO-cum- Supdt.

Order: 



Sh. H.C Arora complainant vide his application dated 25.07.2007 received on 27.07.2007 to the address of the PIO/Financial Commissioner Revenue, Punjab, under the Right to Information Act 2005 with due payment of fee had asked for certain information in respect of suspended/convicted/dismissed employees and their status in service.  He did not receive any information (except an interim reply dated 07.08.2007) stating that the information is being collected from the Head Quarters and field and would be supplied to him.  When he did not receive any further information,  he duly filed an appeal before the Financial Commissioner Revenue on 23.10.2007, to no avail.  Hence, the complaint dated 26.11.2007 was filed before the State Information Commission.  A copy of the complaint with annexures (6 pages) were sent to the concerned PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties were informed.
2.

Today, the APIO present in the court states that full information has since been supplied by the Department vide letter dated 04.02.2008 (with 2 annexures) as well as followed by letters dated 17.03.2008 and 20.03.2008.  The 
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separately notified and independent PIOs, i.e the Commissioner’s/Deputy Commissioner’s and the Director Land Record, who had been directed to supply the information to Sh. Arora directly under intimation to them. He also informed that they have since provided the information to the complainant.  However, the representative of the complainant states that other than the interim reply dated 07.08.2007, no further information or communication has been received by him so far.
3.

It is observed that it was incumbent the PIO to have transferred the application to the independent PIO’s within 5 days of receipt by him in terms of this section 6 (3) of the Act.  This was not done.  The delay is to his account. The PIO was directed to immediately supply the photo copies of the information stated to have been sent earlier and to file proof of registry, with one set of documents for the record of the Commission.  The PIO is also directed to make a list of dates of supply of information and to work out the delay himself.  It was also necessary for the PIO to offer suo moto explanation for the delay without waiting for the notice to be issued by the Commission.  Since this has not been done, the PIO is hereby issued show cause notice as to why action should not be taken in terms 20 (1) of the Act for the delay in given the reply in terms of section 7 (1) of the Act.


Adjourned to 23.07.2008.


Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


27.05. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jaswant Singh

# 3911, Ward No. 12 (15)

Hamayunpur, Sirhind,

Distt.- Fatehgarh Sahib




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o DPI (S)
SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1868-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Jaswant  Singh, complainant in person.


Sh. Shamsher Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt grade II.



Sh. Bimal Dev, Dealing Asstt.

Order: 



Sh. Jaswant Singh made two separate applications on an identical subject, one to the DEO (secondary) Fatehgarh Sahib and the other to the address of the DPI (secondary) Chandigarh, both dated 30.06.2007.  According to him, the first one made to the address of the DEO (sec.) culminated in complaint No. 261/2007, which was separately disposed of by Ms. Ravi Singh Hon’ble State Information Commissioner.  He had separately filed a review petition in that case which he states is still pending.  Accordingly the present complaint No. 1868/2007, which is on the identical matter made to the address of the DPI (secondary) should have been dealt with by the same bench for uniformity.  However, since it has been marked to this bench, it is being dealt with by me.
2.

Sh. Jaswant Singh made his application dated 30.06.2007, in which he enclosed a copy of his letter dated 22.06.2007,  as well as a copy of the reply given to him on 21.06.2007 by the DEO, Fatehgarh Sahib, both relevant to the present application.  He had asked for records and documents pertaining to      Sh. Jaswant Singh’s complaint dated 22.06.2007 in respect of appointment of    Sh. Dharam Singh is correspondent by the Education  Deptt. for BZFS, Khalsa 
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High School, Sirhind Mandi.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties were informed.  Sh. Jaswant Singh states that he has not received any  further information. 

3.

The APIO Sh. Shamsher Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt. grade II, states that the information sent to Sh. Jaswant Singh on 18.02.2008 a copy of which are endorsed to the Commission. It has been found on the record of the Commission.  However, the enclosure, annexure dated 24.09.2007 is not available.  It has been provided during the hearing and has been placed at page 13 A of the file.  The complainant has confirmed that he has received this communication.  It is noticed that this enclosure is a letter addressed by the Supdt. 1, Sh. Tiwari to the DPI (Sec.) and is a reply to letter dated 04.08.2007 addressed by the DPI to the Govt.  That letter dated 04.08.2007 has not been provided either to the complainant or to the Commission.  The APIO is hereby directed to supply that information also, since the present letter dated 24.09.2007 is intra office communication and makes no sense, unless the original letter is also provided. 
4.
 The DEO, Ferozepur vide his letter dated 10.03.2008, address to the State Information Commission stated that he had given a reply on 19.12.2008, to the complainant but he had refused to receive it, since complainant stated that the reply was required from DPI to whom the application had been addressed in 1868/2007 and the PIO in that case was not the DEO.  He enclosed a copy of the communication in this respect to the DEO by the complainant along with the letter dated 19.02.2008 sought to be given to him at that time.  I have gone through the letter dated 19.02.2008, which reiterates that in CC-216/2007 (which had been filed against the DEO, Fatehgarh Sahib), the Hon’ble State Information Commissioner Ms. Ravi Singh held that Sh. Jaswant Singh should state which record he wants and give a fresh application with detailed points on the record and documents required while disposing of the case on 03.12.2007.  In the bunch of papers sought to be given by the DEO, there is a letter dated 
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24.09.2007 address to the DPI (Sec.) by the Supdt. Sh. O.K. Tiwari.  This letter translates as follows:-
 “Subject: 
Representation from Secretary, Baba Joraver Singh and Baba Fateh Singh, Khalsa High School, Sirhind Mandi, Ferozepur.



Reference your letter No. 14/2-2006-grant-1 (4) dated 04.08.2007 on the subject cited above.

2. Government has decided that Sh. Dharam Singh will continue as correspondent.  In case, the members of the committee have any disagreement they may seek a decision through Civil Courts.  














Sd/-









O.K Tiwari









Supdt.

However, copy of the letter dated 04.08.2007 has not been supplied leaving the matter half baked. 

4.

The file presently with the APIO does not contain this proposal dated 04.08.2007, on which the decision of Govt. has been taken which shows that the file is not complete.  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 there 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 there to with any other authority.. Meanwhile Sh. Jaswant Singh has been permitted to inspect the file presently available and has been supplied the copy of 3-4 pages which required by him.  



Adjourned to 23.07.2008.

Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


27.05. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sampuran Singh Cheema

#1729, Sec-34/B,

Chandigarh 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o DPI (SE)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D

Chandigarh






.....Respondent.

CC No-2061-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Sampuran Singh Cheema, complainant in person.



Sh. Manjit Singh, Registrar Edu.-cum-APIO.



Sh. Baljit Singh, dealing hand.

Order: 



Sh. Sampuran Singh Cheema, (Retd. Senior Asstt.) vide his complaint dated 14.11.2007 to the State Information Commission stated that the certified copy of his entire service book (2 in number) along with Military Sheet Roll of the Army, sought by him from the DPI (Secondary) vide his application dated 10.10.2007 with application fee of Rs. 10/- as well as IPO worth Rs. 150/- at Rs 2/- per page given by him had not been attended to. Instead, he received a letter dated 29.10.2007 with a blanket refusal to give the information stating that  (as translated) “the record was not becoming available.  Because it was more than 20 years old”.  Hence the complaint.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO.  The date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties were informed.  Today the APIO states that attested photo stat copy of the full record had been provided to him.  However, the applicant states that the quality of photo stats is poor and that the record is illegible and wants that legible copy be supplied to him, to his satisfaction.

2.

The PIO is hereby directed to permit the complainant to take notes from the original service book in respect of any sheet where the material is not clear, if he so desires or to allow the applicant to get copies made from which  
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ever machine he likes  to get it made, to his satisfaction, but at his own cost.  The complainant also states that papers supplied to him have not been put in proper order and the Military Rolls have been made part of the service book and not separately.  The PIO states that the record has been given and in the same order as is available



With this the matter is hereby disposed of.


Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


27.05. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jit Singh

Gandhi Nagar, St. No.1,

Jalalabad, Distt.-Ferozepur



......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Distt. Edu. Officer (E)

Ferozepur 






.....Respondent.

CC No-2062-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


None for the respondent.

Order: 



Sh. Jit Singh vide his complaint dated 5.11.2007, stated that his request dated 15.01.2007 “for providing some information, advices, opinions and record” address to the PIO office of the Distt. Education Officer (elementary), Ferozepur and to the DPI (elementary) Deptt. of Education, Punjab under the Right to Information Act had not elicited any response.  Although the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties were informed, none is present.  It was seen that    Sh. Jit Singh had not submitted a copy of the original application dated 15.01.2007 under the Right to Information Act and neither had he given any proof of fee paid or receipt of the application from the concerned office.
2.

Anyway, today letter dated 08.05.2008 has been received from DEO stating that full information has been given to the complainant and also that the employee Sh. Jit Singh has given a written request stating that he wants to take back his complaint.  A photo copy of his request has been enclosed in that he has stated that “since orders regarding CHT (Centre Head Teacher) have been made in this case, therefore, I am taking my complaint back.”  The DEO has separately written vide his letter dated 18.05.2008 that he is extremely busy 
in the panchayat elections (voting held yesterday on 26.05.2008) and therefore a
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new date be given.

3.

Both the parties had intimation of today’s hearing. Incase Sh. Jit Singh wanted he could have appeared to make any submission.  However, no communication other than that submitted through the DEO has been received that he want to take his complaint back.


As such this case is hereby disposed of.


Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


27.05. 2008.

(Uma)

