STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Nitin Partap Singh,

# 9, Bank Colony, Patiala.



Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.


..Respondent
AC No-93- of 2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Smt. Inderbir Kaur, Sr. Asstt. O/O D.C. Patiala, for the PIO without authority letter.

Smt. Narinder Kaur, Clerk, O/O D.C. Patiala.

Order:

Sh. Nitin Partap Singh, complainant has sent letter dated 25.4.08 stating that due to some exigency, he  would not be able to attend the hearing on 29.4.08 and has requested that the hearing be adjourned to a date after 10th May, 2008 and the PIO be directed to supply him the information. 

2,
It is observed that despite the clear directions in the notice that the PIO be represented in the hearing by an official not below the level of APIO, yet a Senior Assistant has been deputed for  the hearing that too without any letter of authority. The PIO may note that this should not be repeated in future. 

3. 
The PIO is hereby directed to supply the information to the complainant para-wise with a covering letter, duly indexed, page numbered and attested be  at least one week before the hearing and  the receipt of the information from the complainant/proof of registry as well as  a copy of the information supplied for the record of the Commission without fail on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 25.6.2008.









Sd- 







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

29.4..2008
(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Mohan Lal, R/O Vill. Siwana,

The. Fazilka, Distt. Ferozepur.




Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur.


..Respondent
AC No-100- of 2008:
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Gurdarshan Singh, APIO-cum-Naib Tehsildar, for the PIO.


Sh. Resham Lal, Wasil Baqi Navis.

Order:

 Sh. Mohan Lal S/O Sh. Manphool vide his complaint dated nil received in the Commission on 28.2.08 submitted that his separate applications under the RTI Act dated 15.5.07 and 13.10.07 had not been attended to properly. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and a date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post.

2.
Today, APIO-cum-Naib Tehsildar and Roshan Lal are present in person. The APIO stated that full reply to both the applications has already been given vide letter dated 13.6.07 and 23.11.07. The PIO has also full information vide letter dated 1.4.08. However, it is observed that  the decision of the Board of the District Administration and the Army Authorities states that the crop compensation as recommended be given for all land used  by Army and Air Force as per the schedule ‘A’ appended   for the period from Ist January 2002 to 31st Dec.,2003. However, Appendix ‘A’ has not been given which should be produced with certificates of clearance of mines on the concerned lands and any certificate of handing the land back, if any.

Adjourned to 9.7.08.

                                                                                
   Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner
29.4.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Krishan Goyal,

# 365, 3BI, Mohali.





Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/OD.P.I.(Ele)Punjab, Chandigarh.


..Respondent
AC No-110- of 2008:

Present:
Sh. Krishan Goyal, complainant in person.



Sh. Gurdarshan Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O DPI(Ele)Punjab.

Order:


Shri Krishan Gopal, vide his complaint dated 7.3.08 addressed to the State Information commission  submitted that  his application dated 6.12.07 addressed to the DEP(Ele) under the RTI Act with due payment of fee had not been attended to properly and the reply to para 4 of his application was missing from the information supplied by the DEP(Ele). (This should read as para 3(iv)). 2.
Para 3(iv) of the application concerns the matter of giving marks for possessing of experience in teaching and read as under:-

3(iv)

“Whether the daughter of the applicant was granted any marks for possessing any experience in the teaching line while considering the candidature under freedom fighter category and backward class category. Kindly furnish the details separately for each of the categories since the daughter of the applicant had applied and her candidature was considered under both the categories.”

3.
Today, the APIO-cum-Supdt., O/O DPI(E) presented a letter dated 29.4.08 during the hearing to the applicant, with copy for the Commission giving specific answer explaining that no marks have been given to applicant’s daughter against teaching experience, either for the Freedom Fighter’s daughter or  B.C. Category. The PIO has appended the copy of the reply earlier sent by the DPI (Ele) with covering letter dated 29.4.08 directly to the applicant. The complainant states that the reply to para (iv) earlier given was :
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“That marks for teaching experience were not awarded to the applicant’s daughter neither in freedom fighter category no in B.C. category. The details of marks can be obtained from the office of Director Public Instructions (SE), Punjab, Chandigarh.”

4.
He now states that the details of marks should be given to him from the DPI (Ele). I have gone through the original application of the applicant and find that the full information asked for by him in his original application dated 6.12.07 has since been provided to him. As for the copy of details marks from the o/o DPI (Ele),  he had not asked for the same in his original application and cannot base his complaint upon the stray reference by the DEO to make a complaint against the PIO for the same. As such the complaint is not made out against the PIO who has by now supplied the full information.

5.
However, since the papers are temporarily available with the DPI (Ele.)from where the present reply has been given, the DPI(Ele) is hereby directed to give details of marks to Sh. Krishan Gopal for both categories against payment and to supply a copy of information supplied to the Commission also for its record. The information should be given to him by 11th June, 2008 against due receipt/proof of registry positively. In case the applicant receives the information, then he need not come on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 11.6.2008.


                                                                              Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

29.4.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Natha Singh, DPE,

Govt. High School, Hulka, Distt. Patiala.


Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O DPI(S), Punjab,

SCO 195-97, Sector 17-D, Chandigarh.


..Respondent
CC No-360- of 2008:

Present:
Sh. Natha Singh, complainant in person.



None for the PIO.

Order:

Shri Natha Singh, DPE, vide his complaint dated 8.2.08 made to the Commission stated that his application under RTI Act dated 22.10.07 with due payment of fee, made to the address of DPI(S) has not been attended to and no information has been provided 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 post.

2. Today the complainant is present but none has appeared on behalf of the PIO. The Commission takes a serious view of the matter. It is entirely optional for the complainant to come to the hearing but it is mandatory for the PIO or through his representative to appear and to give the latest status of the application along with reply, if any, already given to the applicant. However, neither the PIO nor his authorized representative appeared and neither has any communication been sent to the address of the Commission. The Commission takes a serious view of the absence of the PIO.

3. The applicant has brought to my notice that he has received a letter dated 21.4.08. However, he is not satisfied since the reply is not to the point. The information sought by him was regarding  (as translated)

“Copy of the complaint made by Sh. Natha Singh who was Head Master in 1991 against me. He also had asked for a copy of the Inquiry Report made at that time on the said complaint. “
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4. 
The reply states (as translated): “There is no complaint made by Sh. Nasib Singh, Head Master pending against him.”  I agree with the complainant that this reply is not to the point. The PIO is directed to state clearly whether any complaint was ever made by Sh. Nasib Singh the then Head Master in 1991 and to supply a copy thereof along with copy of the report made therein. Sh. Natha Singh has also informed me during the hearing that this complaint has been mentioned by the DEO/DPI’s office in a court case filed by Sh. Nasib Singh against his transfer. The PIO is hereby directed to give the complete reply against due receipt from the applicant/produce proof of registry made at least 10 days before the next date of hearing, along with a copy of the information provided for the record of the Court. In case Sh. Natha Singh has received the information to his satisfaction or has given a receipt, he need not appear.

Adjourned to 4.6.2008. 
                                                                                       Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

29.4.2008
(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ram Lal,  # 86, Shiv Nagar,

Sodal Road, Jalandhar.




Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Director (IE) Technical Education & Industrial Training,

Punjab, Chandigarh.




..Respondent
CC No-361- of 2008:
Present:
Sh. Ram Lal, complainant in person.

Sh. Harpal Singh, SPIO-cum-Dy. Director, Technical Education, Punjab. 

Order:

Sh. Ram Lal, vide his complainant dated 11.2.08 submitted that his application under the RTI Act dated 8.11.07 with due payment of fee had not been attended to in terms of the RTI Act, 2005 as  certain information needed by him had been denied to him. A copy of the com[plaint was sent to the PIO and the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed.

2.
Today, the SPIO-cum-Dy. Director, O/O Director Technical Education, Punjab is present  in person  has brought the full information with covering letter dated 28.4.08 for the complainant. He states that in view of the judgment by the State Information Commission delivered on 5.11.07 by the full bench in AC-67/07  headed by Sh. Rajan Kashyap, Chief Information Commissioner and taking the cue from that judgment the confidential reports of four employees (third party) are required to be made available to the complainant.  A copy of the said judgment has been placed on record.

3.
The SPIO is hereby directed to bring full original record pertaining to the parties including self appraisal form as well as the noting portion which will be considered on the next date of hearing so that proper ratio of the judgment  could be made applicable. In the meantime, the communication dated 28.4.08 which 
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was to be handed over to the complainant during the hearing today, and a copy supplied to the Commission for the record, have both been returned to the SPIO.

Adjourned to 4.6.2008.

                                                                                      Sd/-








(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

29.4.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amandeep Goyal, Advocate,

Civil Court, Phul, Distt. Bathinda.


Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Secretary to Govt., Punjab,

Deptt of education, Punjab Mini Sectt.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




..Respondent
CC No-363 of 2008:
Present:
Sh. Rupinder Garg, Advocate for the complainant.



Mrs. Tarinder Kaur, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O DPI ( C ).

Order:

Shri Amandeep Goyal, Advocate vide his complaint dated 20.2.08 filed through another Counsel Sh. Rupinder Garg has submitted that his application made to the Chief Secretary to Govt., Punjab, for information vide his application dated  25.7.07 had not been attended to properly. In fact the application had been transferred with 2 days to the other concerned PIOs for providing the information under the RTI Act under intimation to the applicant. The case filtered down from different authorities and finally came to the  office of PIO/Superintendent, DPI(S) (Recruitment), Chandigarh, who vide letter dated 5.12.07 stated that the information relates to C-DAC Mohali and is not available with them and so cannot be given. His complaint  however is that in relation to any separate application under the RTI Act he received a letter on 5.2.07 stating that information relates to C-DAC was available with them and consisting of 216 pages. The PIO states that full information has since been provided to the complainant with covering letter dated 15.2.08 giving information point-wise to the 32 points listed by him.  Sh. Amandeep Goyal states that except for complete reply on item No. 21-24, the remaining information has been received.

2.
I have gone through point No. 21 to 24 along with reply provided and I agree with the complainant that the reply has not been provided to the
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complainant as per his application. The matter has also been explained to the APIO. The APIO is hereby directed to give clear and separate information on point Nos. 21-24 of the application.  The PIO should provide the information with a covering letter duly indexed, page numbered and attested under due receipt from the applicant/proof of registry at least one week before the next date of hearing and also produce a copy of the information supplied for the record of the Commission.

Adjourned to 11.6.2008.



Sd/- 







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

29.4.2008
(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sarabjeet Singh, Vill. Kothe Sarawan,

P.O. Sarawan, Block Kot Kapura, Distt. Faridkot.

Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O D.P.I.(S), Punjab,

SCO 195-97, Sector 17-D, Chandigarh.


..Respondent
CC No-374- of 2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. R.T.Saini, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O DPI(S),



Smt. Manjeet Kaur, Sr. Asstt. O/O DPI(S) and 



Sh. Sikandar Lal, Clerk, O/O DEO(S) Ferozepur.

Order:

Sh. Sarabjeet Singh vide his complaint dated 13.2.08 addressed to the State Information Commission stated that his application under the RTI Act dated 12.1.08 in form A with due payment of fee had not been attended to till date and the caste certificate of Smt. Paramjeet Kaur asked for by him had not been supplied to him. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed by registered post.

2.
Today, none is present for the complainant. The APIO has brought to my notice a RTI application dated 12.1.08 had already been disposed of by the State Information Commission after hearing on 31.1.08 inCC-2198/07 by the Hon’ble State Information Commissioner Lt. Gen P.K.Grover (Retd.), The said file be called for/got attached. The matter will be considered on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 4.6.08.


Sd/- 







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

29.4..2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Manjeet Singh Pasricha,

#. 1243, Sector 23-B, Chandigarh.



Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions(Ele), Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.




..Respondent
CC No-375- of 2008:
Present:
Sh. Manjeet Singh Pasricha, complainant in person.

Sh. Gurdarshan Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt., O/O DPI(Ele), Punjab.

Order:

Shri Manjeet Singh Pasricha, vide his complainant dated 19.2.08 made to the address of the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 7.12.07 made to the address of PIIO, O/O DPI(Ele), Punjab, had not been attended to within the stipulated period. A copy of the complaint with annexures was sent to the PIO and the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed.
2.
Today, the complainant has stated that he has received the full information and is satisfied. The information running into more than 700 pages has been supplied to Sh. Pasricha free of charges.  With this the matter is hereby disposed of.
                                                                                          Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

29.4..2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Malwinder Kaur, C/O Ajeet Singh Mohal,

# Ram Basti, Gali No. 8-A, Sangrur.


Complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O Principal, Govt. Dental College 

& Hospital, Patiala.




..Respondent
CC No-379- of 2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Sh. Prem Pal, Jr. Asstt. O/O Principal Dental College, Patiala an authorized representative.

Order:

Smt. Malwinder Kaur vide her complaint dated 12.2.08 stated that her application dated 18.1.08 had not been attended to properly. The PIO, Principal, Govt. Dental College and Hospital, Patiala has sent a letter dated 28.4.08 along with a point to point reply dated 21.4.08 with annexures stating that full information (8 pages) has since been provided to Smt. Malwinder Kaur. He has also showed the photo stat copy of the registry as a proof of having sent the letter by speed post on 26.2.08.

2.However, on further perusal of the complaint, it is evident that she has made two applications to two different PIO’s, and has filed the complaint against both, one against the PIO/ Principal, Dental College and another against  the PIO/ Distt. Treasury Officer, Patiala regarding identical matter.  Her complaint is that the PIO/Distt. Treasury Officer has sent all the papers to the Principal Dental College whereas she wanted a separate reply from him. On file, there is also a letter dated 18.12.08 addressed by the Distt. Treasury Officer to the Chief Commissioner, State Information Commission and reply to his letters dated 18.1.08 and 18.2.08, although this bench has not made any reference to the Distt. Treasury Officer. It is clear that the present complaint is not in respect of the reply to be given by the DTO but is a complaint against the Principal, Dental College & Hospital, Patiala only. Complaint against the DTO appears to be 
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pending before some other bench is likely to be titled  “Malwinder Kaur Vs Distt. Treasury Officer, Patiala”, office may therefore, locate the said file and also ascertain before which bench it is pending so that the order in the present case can be    passed on to that bench. In so far as the Principal, Dental College & Hospital, Patiala is concerned, the reply is complete and the present case against him is hereby disposed of.

Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

29.4.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Prem Singh,

Vill. Daholla, Distt. Jind(Haryana)


Complainant






Vs.
1. PIO, O/O A.D.C.(Dev.) Patiala.

2. PIO/O/O SDM Patran.




..Respondent
CC No-384- of 2008:

Present:
Shri  Prem Singh, complainant in person.

Sh. Jatinder Kumar, APIO-cum-Project Officer, O/O ADC(D) Patiala.

Order:

The representative of the PIO is directed to give documents, inquiry report as asked for by the complainant today itself with a covering letter, list of documents supplied duly indexed and page numbered and attested in which he may give remarks, “true copies of photocopies available on record”.  It may also be indicated where the original documents are available. After this is done, the case will be  disposed of, in so far as the ADC(D) Patiala is concerned.

2.
However, it has been seen that the complainant has made a separate application and complaint in the same matter stated that the complaint has also been given to the SDM Patran, who had conducted the inquiry and has also not given any reply to his RTI application dated 24.9.07. He requested that a copy of the Inquiry Report as well as supporting documents, statement of witnesses etc. be also got provided to him from the SDM Patran. And  notice be issued to SDM Patran for the same.

3.
 PIO/SDM Patran is hereby directed to supply the said information to Sh. Prem Singh  with covering letter duly indexed, page marked and attested and free of cost through registered post  for which he has offered to pay delivery charges. Copy of the documents supplied to him along with receipt of the complainant/proof of registry are to be produced in compliance on the next date 
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of hearing. In case Sh. Prem Singh has received the information to his satisfaction, he need not appear on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 11.6.08.








Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

29.4..2008
(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura,

# 5C, Phase I, Urban Estate,

Focal Point, Ludhiana.




Complainant






Vs.
1.  PIO, O/O. Director Heal & Family Welfare,

Punjab, Sector 34, Chandigarh.




..Respondent
2. PIO, O/O Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Deptt. Of Health & F.W., Punjab Mini Sectt.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

CC No-393- of 2008:
Present:
Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura, complainant in person.



Sh. Narinder Mohal, APIO-cum-Supdt., O/O DHS Punjab.

Order:

Shri Kuldip Kumar Kaura vide his complaint dated 19.2.08 stated that his request for information under the RTI Act with due payment of fee dated 24.112.07 made to the address of Principal Secretary, Health & Family Welfare had not been attended to and no reply had been supplied to him till date. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed by registered post.

2. Today, Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura pointed out that the name of the PIO in his complaint is Principal Secretary, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab, which has been changed at the level of the Commission to PIO, O/O Director Health & Family Welfare at its own. He has requested that the correction may be made for the same. Office is directed to issue a notice to the Principal Secretary, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab who has directed the DHS to give information to Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura at its own level, with a copy to Sh. Kaura. However, as pointed out by the complainant, this communication to the DHS, by no means be 
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accepted as “interim information”, as has been stated in the endorsement to him. Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura has also stated that he has received the informationonly on 26.4.08 which is neither complete nor correct. He has addressed a communication by fax to the PIO/Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab, Health & Family Welfare, copy to State Information Commission, as well as DHS, which has been just received. I have seen the same. Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura has pointed out the exact defects and deficiencies in the information (sent by fax dated 28.4.08). If Sh. Kaura is taken at his word, the information given is misleading and factually incorrect, it would be a serious matter if information supplied is found to be incorrect.

4.
The PIO is hereby directed to give correct information to the complainant immediately and strictly in accordance with his original application. In case upon checking up the PIO finds that the information supplied is incorrect, the Commission would like that responsibility be fixed and report be given to the Commission so that further necessary action as may be warranted under the RTI Act is initiated. The reply should be given under the signature of the PIO who should satisfy himself regarding the correctness of the reply. A copy of the information supplied should be given for the record of the Commission.

Adjourned to 11.6.2008.

                                                                   Sd/-






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

29.4.2008
(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. K.K.Goyal, Press Correspondent,

Railway Bridge Street,Lalluana Road, Mansa.

complainant






Vs.
PIO, O/O, Sub Divisiional Magistrate, Mansa.

..Respondent
CC No-396- of 2008:
Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Mukesh Kumar, Cler, O/O SDM Mansa for the PIO.
Order:

Sh. K.K.Goyal, vide his Complaint dated 18.2.08 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application in form A with due payment of fee dated 15.1.08 made to the address of PIO/Distt. Revenue Officer, Mansa had not been attended to. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post. In the meantime, PIO, SDM Mansa vide his letter dated 28.3.08 stated that the information has since been supplied to him. He enclosed  the receipt addressed by Sh. K.K.Goyal to the undersigned dated 27.3.08 stating that he has received the information and that his complaint should be filed. Accordingly, the case is hereby disposed of.
                                                                                        Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

29.4..2008
(Ptk.)

