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

Sh. Ashok Kumar Goyal,

Advocate,

S/o Sh. Chiranji Lal,

Near Pb. National Bank

Harjeet Basti,

Budhlada-151502.

District Mansa.






----Appellant  








Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions (S),

Sector 17, Chandigarh.




       -----Respondent.






AC No-507 -2008

Present:
None for Appellant.


None for Respondent.

Order:


With reference to the order dated 24.02.2009, the PIO has not appeared himself or through any representative. Nor has he sent any communication on the lines of the directions given to him on the last date of hearing.   Neither has he sent any reply to the show cause notice issued to him on the next date of hearing.  
2.

As such, the Commission is pleased to move to the next stage and to give the PIO an opportunity for personal hearing as required under Section 20(1) proviso thereto of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  He may note that in case he neither files any written reply under Section 20(1) for which another opportunity is hereby given to him nor appears on the next date to avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing nor carries out the directions of the Commission giving full status of the RTI application, the Commission shall move ahead and take further action against him ex-parte. 
3.

He is hereby directed to immediately supply the information to the Appellant containing index of documents and duly attested under receipt from 
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the Appellant/proof of registry made at least ten days before the next date of hearing and to place a set of papers supplied to him on the record of the Commission also.  



Adjourned to 10.06.2009.     







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


01.04.2009

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Lakhwinder Singh, 
S/O Sh. Gurcharan Singh,

E-87, Ranjit Nagar, Patiala.










......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Patiala.







.....Respondent.
CC No-1106-of 2008: 
Present:
Sh. Surinder Singh, for Shri Lakhwinder Singh, complainnt.



Shri Prith Pal Singh, Kanungo Incharge Agrarian,
 

Order:

The complaint of Sh. Lakhwinder Singh dated 19.5.08 in the State Information Commission, against the PIO/D.C. Patiala with reference to his RTI application dated 12.12.2006 has been considered by the Commission in its order dated 26.08.2008, 22.10.2008 and 16.12.2008, when it was adjourned to 04.02.2009 and later to 01.04.2009 on the request of Sh. Prithpal Singh, Kanungo Agrarian for some more time.  The last substantive order was passed on 16.12.2008, till that time the information in respect of point no. 3 and 4 had already been supplied and information with respect to point no. 1 and 2 had not been provided. The representative of the complainant had given names of four specific persons whose records have been traced and presented to the Commission today with a report of the Patwari countersigned by the Kanungo Agrarian Sh. Prithpal Singh.  It contains attested photo copy of the mutation through which the lands were transferred to the names of Sh. Surinder Nath Khosla and Sh. Gian Chand on the basis of the sale certificate issued by the Assistant Collector-I, Agrarian, Patiala. In respect of other two persons Sh. Charan Singh S/o Sh. Mal Singh and Sh. Sher Singh S/o Sh. Mal Singh, it had been pointed out by the Complainant that the latter name should be Kehar Singh S/o Sh. Mal Singh not Sher Singh S/o Sh. Mal Singh.  He has also pointed out 
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that the date of possession of the two latter names should read “before 30.10.1956” and not ‘30.10.1996’ as mentioned in the order of the Commission dated 16.12.2008.  These two corrections have been made in the original order of the Commission and the orders dated 16.12.2008 are hereby amended accordingly.  In respect of these two names the Kanungo Agrarian has stated that no reference to these persons has been found in the Jamabandi and Girdawari pertaining to the time before 30.10.1956. However, according to Jamabandi 60-61 references have been found only of  Kehar Singh S/O Mal Singh and  no reference has been found of Sh. Charan Singh S./O Mal Singh. These reports along with 2 mutations aforementioned have been supplied to Sh. Surinder Singh, representative of Sh. Lakhwinder Singh, today in the Commission.
2.
With this the specific information in which Sh. Surinder Singh was interested in respect of item No. 2 has been supplied to him. This leave us with item No. 1 which reads as under:-


“A draft statement showing 360 standard Acre of agricultural land belonging to Dharamshala Bhai Vir Singh Voll. Ojhan Sub Tehsil Dudhan Sadhan, District Patiala was issued as surplus land area. (Out of which 280 standard Acres) was situated at village Ojhan) by Assistant Collector Agrarian, Patiala  vide his order dated 31.1.1964 under Pepsu Tenancy and Argicultural land Act, 1955, (File No. 64 AC). This order was challenged in the Court by Dharamshala but it lost the case up to Supreme Court as decided on 24.3.1982.

ii)
Whether the State Govt. as above was published in the official gazette, or not, if so, on which date?
3.
Strictly speaking, this is the question which requires the answer after scouring the entire record of the related file of the said period, since the applicant had not given any specific date of the publication in the official gazette but has asked whether it has ever been published in the official gazette and if so, on which date. The scope of the RTI Act does not extend to a fact finding inquiry which goes back to record 40-50 years old. To answer this question it is very essential  that the file with respect to the original  landlord i.e. Dharamshala Bhai Vir Singh Vill. Ojhan Sub 
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Teh. Dudhan Sadhan, District Patiala, be searched out since his land had been proposed to be declared surplus as per the provisions of the Pepsu Tenancy and Agricultural Lands Act, 1955. The complainant has given  file No. 64 AC regarding which also one cannot be certain that the file was actually 64-AC. However, according to the complainant, the matter appears to have been caught up in litigation and was finalized by the Supreme Court on 24.3.1982. Now the Kanungo Agrarian states that except the papers already provided, no other papers are available in Patiala Tehsil. He states that all papers of finalized surplus area cases are kept in the office of Kanungo Agrarian  and are not deposited in the o/o Daftar Kanungo of  Tehsildar or Sadar Kanungo of the D.C’s office, as these files are further required for allotment/utilization of the surplus area etc.  However, no such file  pertaining to the . Dharamshala Bhai Vir Singh Vill. Ojhan Sub Teh. Dudhan Sadhan, District Patiala is available. Therefore, the said record pertaining to the question posed in number 1 of the application dated 12.12.06, can not be provided. The Commission has kept the matter pending for over a year and passed orders/directions from time to time so that the PIO could make extensive search and locate such record during this period.  Records pertaining to other three questions have since been provided to the Applicant. 
4.
The PIO i.e. Deputy Commissioner, Patiala who is also the Executive Head of the District may like to take up the matter of the loss/misplacing/reconstruction of the said file in his Executive capacity, since the matter has come to his notice through the RTI application.  The RTI Act is a powerful tool not only for seeking information, but also to bring information to the pointed notice of the PIO who may initiate action to fix responsibility for the loss and/or register an FIR as may be considered fit by him suo motu and does not need directions from any quarters for doing so. 
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5.
At the same time, the Complainant may also like to bring the matter to the notice of the FCR for further necessary action, as may be considered appropriate.  With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of.









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


01.04.2009

(Ptk)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Partap Singh,

S/o Sh. Narayan Singh.

R/o Village Burj Kahan Singh Wala,

Bhucho Mandi,

District Bathinda.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Tehsildar,

Bathinda. 
  





           ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1243-2008  
Present:
 Sh. Partap Singh, Complainant in person.


None for Respondent. 

Order:


The complaint of Sh. Partap Singh dated 03.06.2008 was made to the State Information Commission with reference to his RTI application dated 12.03.2008 (not dated 03.03.2008) in respect of supply of copies of Parat Sarkat of Intqal No. 1458 dated 30.05.2008 made by him to the address of PIO/Tehsildar, Bathinda.  Full efforts have been made by Sh. Partap Singh to get this document by applying for it before the Revenue Authorities but his application was returned after four years.  Thereafter, he approached the Deputy Commissioner (Sadar Kanungo Branch) on 13.03.2000 that was also returned to him on 21.04.2004 stating that the said record was not available in the DC’s record room.  Thereafter, he approached the Tehsildar on 09.06.1998 who returned it to him on 17.06.1998 stating that the record was not available in the office of Daftar Kanungo of the Tehsil.  Thereafter he approached the Tehsildar under RTI Act vide his application dated 12.03.2008.  The Commission gave directions to make all out efforts to search for it on 19.11.2008.  The Tehsildar presented a report and factual report of the efforts made by that office to look for the said record which proved fruitless.  
2.

A copy of the order dated 19.11.2008 concerned not only the present CC-1243 of 2008 but two other complaints cases CC-730 of 2008 and CC-1242 of 2008 by the same Complainant. In that, it was reported that 
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Tehsildar had constituted a team of eight members consisting of Patwari, Kanungo and Peons for the same, as stated that as and when the record was found, it would be provided to the Complainant on priority basis.  On that day, Smt. Savita, APIO-cum-Tehsildar Bathinda had appeared and stated that the total records of one record room had been checked but the same had not been found.  She stated that she was looking the index register so that the record could be easily located. She also prayed for an adjournment which was granted.  
3.

Thereafter, on the next date of hearing on 28.01.2008, it had been reported that the said Tehsildar had gone on leave and no Tehsildar had been posted in her place, since the first week of December.  Now a communication had been received that the search is still going on and some more time be given.  It has also been stated that the PIO is busy in the election work and, therefore, his absence should be excused.  
4.

In my view, it will serve no purpose to keep this case pending in the Commission as all out efforts have been made to get a copy, if available.  Now, while dusting and cleaning the record room, a search is being made for the same and if found, it will be supplied to Sh. Partap Singh.  Sh. Partap Singh is advised to seek relief for his perceived grievance from the Competent Authorities in the Executive and/or the Civil Courts after taking legal advice on how to over come this deficiency by produce secondary evidence etc. as may be advised.  


With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 

         






Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


01.04.2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Rajinder Kumar,

S/o Sh. Sukhdyal,

WP 228, Basti Sheikh,

Jalandhar City.





--------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO/O Financial Commissioner Revenue,

Punjab., Chd.





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1693-2008   

Present:
Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Complainant in person along with his 


brother Sh. Jitender Kumar (authorized representative).


Sh. S.K.Garg, APIO-cum-Superintendent, Consolidation 



Branch O/o FCR, Punjab.  


Sh. Suresh Kumar, dealing hand O/o DC., Jalandhar. 



Order:


In compliance with order dated 11.12.2008 as read with order dated 28.01.2009, the FCR has filed a reply dated 18.03.2009 which is copy of a communication addressed by Sh. Surjit Singh, Additional Secretary Revenue, Punjab to Sh. Ajit Singh Pannu, IAS, Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar with certain directions of FCR, copy endorsed to the Commission.  The FCR has also stated that vide letter dated 07.01.2009 (copy enclosed), the required information has been sent by registered post to the Complainant and in respect of para 4, it has been stated that the Deputy Commissioner has been directed to comply with the directions of the Commission.  In the last date of hearing on 28.01.2009 in para 1, it had been recorded “that he has inspected the concerned papers at the level of FCR and has taken the photo copies required by him.  he states that the order of the Commission has not been complied with”.  
2.

Today, Complainant has stated that the file/s, the details of which had been given in the order of the Commission in para 3 of the order dated 11.12.2008 had not been shown to him, there was no scope of misunderstanding thereof, however, it is once again directed that the file/s of the Deputy 
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Commissioner’s office which were to be called for and to be shown at the level of FCR’s office (since the Deputy Commissioner’s office did not appear to be cooperating) should be shown to him.  These instructions may now be carried out immediately on 20th April, 2009 at 11:00 AM in the room of APIO, Room No. 18, 4th Floor, Punjab Civil Secretariat.  In other words, the said file should be brought by the staff of the Deputy Commissioner to the office of the APIO, FCR’s office and be arranged to be inspected.  

3.

The PIO/FCR, Punjab has filed a reply to the show cause notice under Section 20(1) dated 31.03.2009.  The Deputy Commissioner has sent his reply dated 27.03.2009 to Sh. Rajinder Kumar with copy endorsed to the Commission.  Sh. Rajinder Kumar has also reacted by sending letter dated 01.04.2009 with two annexures a copy of which have been supplied to the PIO/FCR as well as for PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.  
4.

It is observed that compliance of the order of the Commission has not been made properly and the various aspects have been discussed in detailed today with representatives of both the PIOs.  It has further been pointed out that the relevant files of the Deputy Commissioner’s office should be arranged to be inspected (correspondence as well as noting).  The FIR file which was got inspected in the FCR’s office had never been directed to got inspected by the Commission but appears to be by way of a bonus.  In the file of the FCR which has been got inspected, the noting portion has not been shown.  The noting portion of the file should be got inspected on that date.  
5.

The PIO/DC ‘s reply dated 24.03.2009 is not clear and specific.  Record is required to be produced for the reply given in no. 5 of his reply that this was an executive enquiry conducted under Rules 8(2).  Basis for this statement should be provided.  The PIO should ensure that replies are based on record only and no extraneous matter is introduced.  It will be better if, the reply is based strictly on record without trying to provide justifications etc. which appear to be post facto.  
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Adjourned to 10.06.2009 for (i) compliance of paras 2, 4 and 5 above (ii) for consideration of reply to the show cause notice under Section 20(1) by the PIO/FCR.  







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


01.04.2009
(LS)

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

Sh R.D.Sehgal, Advocate,

# 539, Sector 11, Chandigarh.



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Director General, 

Health & Family Welfare,

Sector 34, Chandigarh.




____   Respondent.






CC No- 1781-2008

Present:
Shri R.D.Sehgal, complainant in person.



Shri Narinder Mohan, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O DHS, Punjab.



Shri Mulakh Raj, Dealing Assistant, O/O DHS, Punjab.
ORDER:


As per Shri Narinder Mohan, APIO, full information with reference to the RTI application dated 21.11.07 addressed to the PIO/Director, Health and Family Welfare, Punjab had been provided to Sh. R.D.Sehgal, complainant vide letter dated 21.1.09(with 5 annexures through registered post).  Due to the fact that  full copies of the record supplied had not been placed on the record of the Commission and no proof of registry had been produced and since the complainant  was not present in person (even though he had due and adequate notice of the hearing of 4.2.09) still in the interest of justice it had been considered fit to give one more opportunity.

2.
Today Shri R.D.Sehgal, Advocate/complainant is  present in person and Shri Narinder Mohan, APIO-cum-Supdt. has provided him yet another document  No. 17/179/2000-5/Health 1/12915 dated 15.5.2002, which is the final order passed by Sh. Rajan Kashyap the then Principal Secretary Health in the matter of appointment awarded to one Dr. S.S.Joshi. This was admittedly not in the bunch of documents sent to him. The said document has been seen and I agree with Sh. R.D.Sehgal that it is indeed the document he required, but it is not legible. The APIO is hereby directed to provide the photocopy both legible and duly attested to Sh. R.D.Sehgal at his office/residence address. In case Sh. 
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Sehgal does not receive it in the next two weeks, he may get the matter reopen through a simple application addressed to this Bench.


With these directions, the case is hereby disposed of.







Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


01.04.2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh Paramjit Singh, S/O Mukhtiar Singh

Gobindpuri, Muktsar Road,

Kotkpura, Distt. Faridkot.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, General Manager,

Punjab Roadways, Muktsar.



____   Respondent.






CC No-1794 -2008

Present:
Sh. Paramjit Singh, complainant in person.

Shri Gurmeet Singh, Clerk, O/O GM Punjab Roadways, Muktsar.

ORDER :


With reference to the RTI application dated 22.2.08, Shri Paramjit Singh admits having received letter dated 20.5.08 with covering letter and one annexure in which it has been stated that the stay against the judgment in complaint’s favour had been applied for from the Court. However, no information have been given regarding the date of stay of  application or noting of the application. He also states that he has also received copy of the LR’s advice as well as copy of application filed with the Civil Court  for condonation of delay for filing of the Appeal. He has also gone through the file of the Commission and from that all papers addressed by the PIO have been received by him. He has also pointed out that the cutting in letter dated No. 301 dated 23.1.09 which exists in the copy supplied to the Commission has not been made in the copy supplied to him wherein date of letter No. 135/LO has been changed  from 21.9.08 to 21.1.09. He has been advised to correct his record accordingly.

2.
Now Sh. Paramjit Singh states that he will be satisfied if he is given a copy of the stay application filed by the authorities in the Sessions Court and the fate of that application i.e. stay order whether obtained or not is provided to him. There should be no objection to the department supplying him the copy of the stay application as well as photocopy of the stay, if any, granted by the Court. 
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Photocopies of both  these documents should be supplied to Sh. Paramjit Singh by 20th April by registered post against due receipt. In case he does not get the papers till that date, he can then reopen the case by writing a simple application to this Bench. With these directions, the case is hereby disposed of.







Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


01.04.2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh Yogit Nayyar,

Nayyar Nursing Home,

Basti Jopdhewal, Near PNB,Ludhiana.

--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O, Secretary Finance Punjab,

Pb. Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh. 


____   Respondent.






CC No- 1920-2008

Present:
 Sh. Yogit Nayyar, Complainant in person.


Smt. Ranjit Kaur, APIO-cum-Superintendent Finance Pension 


Policy and Coordination Branch. 


Sh. Gurbant Singh, Senior Assistant, Finance Department, 


Policy Branch for PIO.
Order:


The APIO has stated that vide letter dated 20.03.2009 full instructions regarding GP fund, GIS, Gratuity (Booklet) Chapter 13 and leave encashment as well as manual instructions of the Department of Finance (1984) 14 Supplement cover the period of 1st April, 1998 to 31st March, 2001 have been provided to the Complainant which he confirms having received.  However, order given by the Bench on the last date of hearing not been complied with, which should be done now for which another dated has been sought.  No further adjournment shall be given.  In case the information is not provided to Sh. Yogit Nayyar at least 10 days before the next date of hearing under due receipt and/or proof of registry produced along with the information now to be supplied, the representative of the PIO should carry with her Rs. 500/- to defray the cost of his next appearance before the Bench.  If the Complainant has received full information, he need not come on the next date of hearing.  



Adjourned to 10.06.2009 for compliance.   








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


01.04.2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha,

S/o Boor Singh,

R/o # 2017/1, Sector 45-C,

Chandigarh.
 






----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director State Transport,

Punjab. 

Chandigarh. 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2211 -2008 

Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. Sukhwinder Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of PIO.
Order:


Sh. Sukhwinder Singh has presented letter dated 01.04.2009 that said concerned file has been got inspected by Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha and he has given a receipt that he is satisfied with the information.  The receipt in original has been enclosed.  With this, the case is hereby disposed of. 







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


01.04.2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Manjit Singh,

S/o Late Sh. Harbans Singh,

Vill. PO. Harike Patten, Moga road,

Teh.. Patti, Distt. Tarn Taran.




----Complainant   








Vs. 

PIO, O/O DPI (SE),

Punjab., Chandigarh. 


     

  -----Respondent.






CC No-2369 -2008 
Present:
 Sh. Manjit Singh, Complainant in person.


None for Respondent.

Order:


On the last date of hearing dated 24.02.2009 when none of the parties had appeared despite due notice, a show cause notice had been issued under Section 20(1) to the PIO requiring him to state reasons in writing why a penalty as prescribed under Section 20(1) be not imposed upon him.  In spite of that the PIO has not appeared himself or through any representative, nor has sent any communication.  
2.

The Complainant is present today.  He states that certain information was supplied to him on 30.10.2008, in which point wise reply was given to him.  He stated that once again the PIO wrote to him on 20.02.2009 and gave him some more information which was irrelevant.  Thereafter, he wrote a letter dated 02.03.2009 in which he pointed out deficiencies.  In para 4 and 5, he had also asked for certain fresh information.  It has been explained to him that fresh information cannot be asked for at the stage of making complaints before the State Information Commission.  He has been asked to given a copies of his letter dated 02.03.2009 for the record of the Commission.  The PIO has given reply on two occasions (not on record).  However, the Complainant states that except for giving information with respect to point no. 1 of his RTI application dated 03.09.2008 no other information has been supplied so far.  
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3.

PIO is hereby directed to immediately place on record the replies already given for the record of the Commission, and to consider to supply the information as per the RTI application to the Complainant straight away on the remaining points as may fall under the definition of ‘information’ as defined in Section 2(f) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
4.

Since it has not been done, the Commission moves ahead and issues a notice to him under Section 20(1) proviso thereto, giving him an opportunity for personal hearing before imposing penalty. He may note that in case he does not file the written explanation and also does not avail himself of personal opportunity given to him, the Commission shall go ahead in accordance with the Act and take action against him ex-parte.  He may note that if the directions in para 3 are not carried out, then, in addition to the penalty proposed above, suitable action can be initiated for disciplinary proceedings against him as per Section 20(2) of the Act. 


Adjourned to 10.06.2009.  
  







Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


01.04.2009

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

Mrs. Vasumati Sharma,

P-3/65, Jaral Colony,

Pandoh, District Mandi (HP).



----Complainant   








Vs. 

PIO, O/O Secretary, 
School Education, Pb.

3rd Floor, Mini Sectt., Pb.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.



       -----Respondent.






CC No-2390 -2008

Present:
None for Complainant.


Mr. Parminder Singh, APIO/DPI (SE) with Sh. Sachin Kumar, 


Clerk.
Order:


The representative of the PIO presented a full set of papers sent to Mrs. Vasumati Sharma to be placed on the record of the Commission.  He states that this has been sent by registered post.  However, the Superintendent of the dispatch branch was on leave so he has not able to produced proof of registry.  He is taken at his word.    Mrs. Vasumati Sharma has not appeared.  It has been noted on the last date of hearing that “in case, Smt. Vasumati Sharma neither appears on the next date of hearing nor sends any communication, it will be presumed that she has no further submission to make and the case will be disposed of”.  


Accordingly, the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


01.04.2009

(LS)

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

Sh. B.K.Verma,

# 2, Preet Nagar,

Amloh Road, Khanna.(Ludhiana)


--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O,Executive Officer,

M.C.Khanna, Distt. Ludhiana.



____   Respondent.





CC No-1825-2008

Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. Mohan Lal, APIO-cum-Head Draftsman on behalf of PIO.

Order:


The order dated 04.03.2009 has not been complied with and no explanation has been filed by Mr. Jagjit Singh Judge the then E.O. Municipal Council, Khanna as directed for provided a misleading reply.  The New E.O. has filed a reply dated 26.03.2009 vide which he has filed a “correct reply” stating that previous reply was wrong.  
2.

Now, therefore, Commission moves ahead to the next stage and issues a notice to Sh. Jagjit Singh Judge the then Executive Officer of Municipal Council, Khanna under Section 20(1) proviso thereto giving him a personal opportunity to be heard before imposing penalty proposed under Section 20(1).  He may note that in case he does not submit his reply and also does not avail himself of the opportunity given to him, the proposed penalty shall straight away impose upon him ex-parte.  He may also note that no further opportunity will be given.  
3.

Sh. Mohan Lal, APIO-cum-Head Draftsman states that copy of letter of the order of the hearing dated 04.03.2009 had not been received by the office and, therefore, the required action could not be taken for asking above EO to file his reply to the show cause notice. This plea cannot be accepted as the 
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order was dictated in the presence of the representative of the PIO on the last date of hearing and he had been told not to await receipt of the order.


Adjourned to 10.06.2009. 



Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


01.04.2009

(LS)
