STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Nirbhay Singh

s/o Sh. Gurdev Singh,

VPO Changal,

Distt. Sangrur 






           …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Sangrur 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Deputy Commissioner,


Sangrur. 

3.
S.H.O.


Police Station Sadar,


Sangrur.






     …..Respondents

AC- 994/10

Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Nirbhay Singh in person.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Joginder Singh, ASI (80546-01475) and Prem Singh, Reader, office of Deputy Commissioner, Sangrur (94646-31270)



In the earlier hearing dated 10.01.2011, it was recorded as under: -

“In the earlier hearing, it was recorded: -

‘Sh. Harbans Singh present from the office of Deputy Commissioner, Sangrur states that the application submitted by the appellant was sent in original to the SHO Police Station Sadar, Sangrur and it has been lost / misplaced by them.   He has also submitted a letter wherein this fact has been stated by the office of Police Station Sadar, Sangrur.  

In the circumstances, the SHO Police Station Sadar, Sangrur is made a respondent in this case.  Directions are given to the PIO in the office of SHO Police Station Sadar, Sangrur to trace the application in question and provide a copy of the same to Sh. Nirbhay Singh.’  

I had also spoken to Sh. H.S. Bhullar, SSP Sangrur during the last hearing who had assured that he would look into and assist in the matter.








Contd….2/-





-:2:-

Nothing has been heard from the SHO, Police Station Sadar, Sangrur nor is anyone present on his behalf.   Sh. Nirbhay Singh also states that he has not received the information so far. 

One more opportunity is granted to the PIO in the office of SHO Police Station Sadar, Sangrur to appear and explain the position.”



In the hearing dated 27.12.2010, it was noted that Sh. Harbans Singh, Naib Tehsildar had stated that the application submitted by the applicant Nirbhay Singh was sent in original to the SHO, P.S. Sadar which has been misplaced by them.  It is made clear that the application mentioned by Sh. Harbans Singh, Naib Tehsildar is the one for demarcation dated 03.12.2009 submitted by Sh. Nirbhay Singh.



Today, Sh. Joginder Singh, ASI states that the application dated 03.12.2010 received in their office on 04.12.2010 was sent to the office of SDM, Sangrur on 09.12.2010.  A copy of the forwarding letter has been submitted by him wherein it is stated: 

“The enclosed application was investigated by HC Paramjit Singh, No. 2012 and the applicant Nirbhay Singh was also joined in the investigation.  He refused to give his statement but orally stated that at the time of demarcation, he needed police help.  He was advised that unless orders of the court of SDM Sangrur are obtained, police help cannot be provided.  The matter be taken up with the Revenue Department, Sangrur and if they feel police help is necessary, we shall provide the same upon their orders.   Since no action is to be taken at the police level, the application be consigned to records.  Sd/- Head Office, PS Sadar, Sangrur: Dated: 09.12.2009.”


A letter No. 88/RTI dated 08.02.2011 has been received from the office of SSP, Sangrur wherein it is stated as under: -

“Ref. your office letter no. AC-994/10 dated 27.12.2010 on the above subject. 
2.
The applicant Sh. Nirbhay Singh above said submitted an application dated 07.07.2010 received in this office vide No. 773/P/RTI dated 07.07.2010 whereby he had sought to know the action taken by the office of Chief Officer, P.S. Sadar, Sangrur, on letter no. 2733 dated 04.12.2009 from the SDM Sangrur.

3.
The information sought by Sh. Nirbhay Singh was procured from the Chief Officer, PS Sadar, Sangrur.  Chief Officer, PS Sadar, Sangrur submit his report vide no. 1555/5A dated 23.07.2010 that
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the letter submitted by the applicant to the SDM Sangrur was received on 04.12.2009 and after enquiry, vide no. 97/Peshi, it was sent back by the PS on 10.12.2009.  A copy of the report from the PS Sadar, Sangrur is attached.

4.
The investigation on the application of the applicant was got done by the PS Sadar Sangrur, through Constable Paramjit Singh, No. 2012/San.  The applicant was joined in the investigation.  He refused to give his statement in writing but orally requested for police help during the demarcation process.   He was further informed that without any order from the court or the Distt. Magistrate, Sangrur, police help could not be given.   The matter may be taken up with the Revenue Department, Sangrur.  If the officials of the department concerned need any police assistance, the same is provided upon orders of the said officers as per law.  Hence it was recommended that the application be consigned to the records.  (Copy enclosed)

5.
The information sought has been provided to Sh. Nirbhay Singh above said against his signatures, on 28.07.2010 and he was advised to get a copy of letter no. 2733 dated 04.12.2009 from the office of SDM Sangrur and the office of SDM Sangrur was already informed of it vide letter no. 912-13/RTI dated 23.06.2010 with a copy to the Commission.  Copy of the acknowledgement from the applicant and a copy of the letter sent to the SDM Sangrur; and a copy of the applicant of the applicant, is enclosed herewith.” 



Appellant Sh. Nirbhay Singh stated that no verbal proceedings took place and he had submitted a letter in writing. 



In the circumstances, SDM Sangrur Sh. Upkar Singh is impleaded as a party and directions are given that submit his reply to the complainant and the Commission as well and also, in the next hearing, he shall appear in person.  



For further proceedings, to come up on 16.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94648-36699)

Sh. Kulwinder Singh Saini,

H. No. HL-216, Phase I,

Mohali.







        …Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal,

S.K.R College of Physical Education,

Bhagoo Majra,

Kharar,

Distt. Mohali.







         …Respondent

CC- 1068/2010

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Kulwinder Singh Saini in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Harminder Singh, Sr. Clerk (98555-31147)



Submissions of both the parties have been heard at length.



For pronouncement of the order, to come up on 16.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.02.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Arvinder Singh 

s/o Sh. Parvinder Singh,

Village Karam Patti,

Tehsil Malout,

Distt. Muktsar

152107






   
      …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Muktsar



2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Commissioner,

Ferozepur Division,

Ferozepur





     
  …Respondents
AC- 756/2010
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Harinder Singh Sra, DDPO Muktsar (98153-12183)



Sh. Harinder Singh Sra, DDPO Muktsar is present on behalf of the respondent and has submitted a written statement which reads as under: -

“1.
During Sangat Darshan, CM accepts application and gives it to the concerned SDM for verification. 

2.
After verification, application is sent to CM’s office for processing.

3.
After processing, CM Office sends the relief to DC’s office for handing over the relief to the beneficiaries. 

4.
In this case, applicant gave application for financial help to Hon’ble CM during Sangat Darshan. 

5.
Same was given to SDM for verification.  After verification, the application was sent to CM office for processing.
6.
CM Office issued cheque of Rs. 35,000/- in favour of beneficiary to DC Muktsar for handing over to the beneficiary.

7.
Same was sent to the beneficiary through SDM Malout.

8.
Beneficiary refused to accept the cheque saying that he requires Rs. 1 lac.  Same cheque was sent back to the CM Office.

9.
Here it is also mentioned that the CM had conducted two more Sangat Darshans in his village but he never brought this to the notice of CM or any other officer of the District Administration.”
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It is thus observed that no action is required to be taken by the respondent in the absence of any sanction from the CM Office.



Appellant is not present today nor has any communication been received from him.   He did not come present during the last three hearings also.  Therefore, it appears either he is satisfied or not interested in pursual of the case. 



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.02.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(97802-62435)

Sh. M.R. Dubey

Advocate.

Secretary, Punjab State Anti Corruption & S.W. Org. of India,

Kothi No. 121-K, Lane No. 6,

Majitha Enclave, Patiala.





 …Complainant

Vs.

1. Punjab Nurses Registration Council


SCO No. 109, Sector 40-C, Chandigarh. 

2. Mrs. Kanta Devi, Registrar, 

Punjab Nurses Registration Council, 

SCO No. 109, Sector 40-C, Chandigarh. 

…Respondents

CC No. 2495/08
Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. M.R. Dubey in person.



For the respondent: Ms. Kanta Devi, Registrar (98148-15350)



Submissions of both the parties heard.



For pronouncement of the order, to come up on 16.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.02.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 3
2-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Satnam Singh

S/o S. Nazar Singh,

Bungalow No. 158, 

Katcheri Road,

Near Khalsa Gurudwara, 

Ferozepur Cantt

   …Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.






          
    …Respondent

CC No. 2221/08

Order


This case was last heard on 12.01.2011 when only Sh. S.S. Jindal, Steno to the Commissioner, Ferozepur came present on behalf of the respondent.   For pronouncement of the order, it was deferred to date i.e. 10.02.2011.
 

In this case, the first hearing dates back to 14.01.2009 while the original application for information was filed on 18.08.2008.    A penalty of Rs. 25,000/-, as per provisions of Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 was imposed on 27.01.2010  as till then, no information had been provided to the complainant.   In the hearing dated 22.02.2010, it was recorded: - 

‘Today, APIO submits that information has been provided but insists on waiving the penalty. Document to support his views is presented but that does not excuse the PIO for not providing information in the stipulated period of 30 days since the original application was filed on 18.8.2008. Therefore, Chief Secretary to Government, Punjab is directed to implement the order in letter and spirit with intimation to the Commission. ‘

 

 Earlier, names of Sh. Jaskiran Singh PCS and Sh. Mohan Lal, PCS were provided as the PIOs. Show cause notice was issued to both of them.  The submissions of both the two officers namely Sh. Jaskiran Singh and Sh. Mohan Lal are recorded in the order dated 29.07.10.  Sh. Jaskiran Singh, in his reply had asserted as under: 

“3.
Sh. Tej Singh, APIO who remained posted as Tehsildar Ferozepur (Now retired) from the period from 17.05.2007 to 27.02.2009 and 18.08.2009 to 19.11.2009, was defending the case before the Hon’ble Commission from time to time.”
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Later Sh. Tej Singh, in his reply to the show cause notice, had put the blame on S/Sh. M.L. Puri, Tehsildar, Ferozepur and Neeraj Kumar Sharma, Naib Tehsildar, Ferozepur and stated he was not responsible.  
  

In the hearing dated 15.11.2010, it was also recorded as under: 
“I am sending this order to Chief Secretary to hold an enquiry into this case and assert as to who is responsible for the delay in providing information.”



Commissioner, Ferozepur Division, Ferozepur, vide Memo. No. G.1.2011/107 dated 05.01.2011 wrote to the Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur to look into the entire matter afresh and submit a report.  This concurrence of the Commissioner was in response to the reference made by the Additional  Secretary (General Coordination), Govt. of Punjab on behalf of the Chief Secretary, Punjab.  The Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur, vide Memo. No. 7/PIC dated 07.01.2011 has submitted his report to the Commissioner, Ferozepur Division, Ferozepur.  The same has been further transmitted by the Commissioner, Ferozepur Division, Ferozepur to the Commission, and reads as follows: 
“In connection with the letter under reference, it is submitted that in this case the information sought by the complainant Satnam Singh was provided to him vide this office letter No. & date mentioned against each. 
	Sr. No.
	Date of Application 
	Letter No. and date vide which reply/information provided to the complainant 

	1
	18.08.2008
	4 sales/07.01.2009 by Tehsildar Ferozepur 

	2
	19.01.2009 (Tehsil Office)
	21/sales/30.01.2009 by Tehsildar Ferozepur 

	3
	20.04.2009
	1400/RK/DRA/21.07.2009

	4
	24.07.2009
	88/PIC dated 04.09.2009

	5
	08.09.2009
	206/sales 30.10.2009 by Tehsildar Ferozepur 


Besides above consolidated information on all the applications was also supplied to the complainant vide this office letter no. 432/PIC DATED 03.11.2009.

From the above details it is clear that all the information which was asked for by the complainant was provided to him.

There was no abnormal delay in providing the information to







Contd…..3/-




-:3:-

the complainant. The delay which occurred in providing the information was not intentional and due to the old record pertaining to the year 1981, 1985, 1994 etc. which was not readily traceable in this office. The delay if any has been due to the following reasons:-

1.
The information asked for vide letter dated 18.08.2008 and 20.04.2009 are totally different and unrelated. He has tried to mislead the worthy State Information Commission. 

2.
The information asked for is more than 30 years old. He has been time and again called in this office to help me. Every effort has been made to provide him the information asked for. There have been no efforts to deny or conceal any information from him. 

3.
Sh. Tej Singh APIO, who remained posted as Tehsildar Ferozepur (now retired) from the period from 17.05.2007 to 27.02.2009 & 18.08.2009 to 19.11.2009, he was defending the case before the Hon’ble Commission from time to time. 

4.
In view of the position explained above, no one is responsible for not providing the relevant information to the complainant. The record file pages 1 to 36 are being sent herewith.” 


In view of the variety of submissions received at different times and the observations of the Commission, the case has reached a stage where no further headway is probably visible.  It is the considered opinion of this Court that any digging further into the facts and circumstances may take a lot of time and involve a fairly good amount of the resources of the Public Authority and the exercise too is not likely to yield the desired results.  This, in our opinion, could not have been the intent of the legislation of the Right to Information Act.  Another fact to be borne in mind that complete information as per the original application already stands provided.  Taking, therefore, an overall view of the facts and the situation of the present case coupled with the latest report received through the Commissioner, Ferozepur Division, Ferozepur, as a very special case, the order of penalty dated 27.01.2010 is hereby dispensed with and the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  
 

It shall, however, not be quoted as a precedent. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.02.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH
(99152-97095)

Sh. Jagat Ram

s/o Sh. Gurnam,

Chamber Shuttering Store,

Office of R.P.I.

Near Kot Rani, Bano Ki Road,

Phagwara (Kapurthala)





 ----Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Kapurthala. 







   ----Respondent

CC- 1041/2010

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Jagat Ram in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Rajbir Singh, DRO (98726-67001)



Sh. Rajbir Singh, DRO present on behalf of the respondent states that an enquiry into the whole episode has already been conducted by the Addl. Deputy Commissioner, Kapurthala and a copy of the report has also been supplied to Sh. Jagat Ram by registered post.


The complainant stated that all the exercise has been done in his absence upon which Sh. Rajbir Singh stated that the complainant was very much present on the spot and his signatures were also obtained on the attendance sheet, proper hearing was given to him and thus no proceeding has been conducted ex parte.   He has also submitted a letter bearing No. 1694 PCA dated 31.12.2010 which is addressed to the complainant Sh. Jagat Ram.  Respondent also stated that this was sent to Sh. Jagat Ram by registered post.  The said letter reads as under: 

“ft;kL
nkoHNhHnkJhHsfjs ;{uBk B k d/D ;pzXhF ;hH;hH1041$2010 ;ekfJs tb'A irs okw g[so eoskok okw tk;h rbh BzL 13, w[jZbk ;zs'yg[ok crtkVk pkps 
xZN ehws s/ ofi;Noh eotkT[D pko/ F skohy g/;h 12-1-2011H

1H
nkg dh doyk;s fwsh 2-5-2006 s/ nkg B/ gVskb ;pzXh J/HvhH;hHgZXo d/ fe;/ T[u nfXekoh gk;' eotkT[D dh wzr ehsh ;h.

2H
fvgNh efw;Bo, eg{oEbk B/ nkgD/ j[ew fwsh 25-6-2006 fJj gVskb sfj;hbdko, crtkVk  B{z eoB d/ nkd/; fdZs/ ;B.

3H
fJj gVskb sfj;hbdko crtkVk B/ w[ezwb eoB T[gozs nkgDh fog'oN gZso Bzpo 266$nko ;h fwsh 30-11-2006 okjhA fvgNh efw;Bo eg{oEbk ih B{z G/i fdZsh ;h.
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4H
fJj gVskb fog'oN gqkgs j'D s/ fvgNh efw;Bo, eg{oEbk tb'A nkgD/ gZso 
Bzpo 1036$ohvo fwsh 13-2-2008 okjhA T[g ;eZso, wkb (G) gzip ;oeko, wkb s/ g[Botk; ftGkr (n;Nkw s/ ofi;Noh ;kyk ) uzvhrVQ B{z G/id/ j'J/ fbfynk j? fe y;ok Bzpo 447$1$9 (0-3) tkfenk oewpk crtkVk roph wbhehsh iwK pzdh ;kb 1990-91 d/ yksk Bzpo  1727ftu c[zwD okw g[Zso 
okw XB g[Zso ;zBh okw dk nzdoki j? ns/ fJj t;hek Bzpo 288 fwsh 3-5-96 B{z pjZe pzr{ okw g[so gqhs{ ok w g[Zso jkoh okw tk;h fcb"o d/ Bkw go 
36000$- o[gJ/ ftu p? j'Jh j? ns/ fJ; dk fJzsekb Bzpo 23663 fwsh 23-5-
1996 gqtkB j' u[ek j? ns/ fJ; dk nwbk iwKpzdh ;kb 1995-96  ftu j' u[ek j?. ;ekfJseosk B/ ;ekfJs ekch no;/ pknd ehsh j? ns/ i/eo fJ; B{z 
e'Jh ;Ze j? sK T[j ndkbs ftu dktk eo/ ih.   










 ;jh$-









 tXhe fvgNh efw;Bo-ew-








        gpfbe fJBcow/;B nc;o,








           
eg{oEbk”


I have gone through all the points and am of the view that complete information as per the original application dated 23.10.2009 stands provided.


Complainant has been advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority in case he is not satisfied with the enquiry conducted by the Additional Deputy Commissioner, Kapurthala report of which has been provided to the complainant.



Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.02.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bal Krishan Saini,

# NA 167, 

Gali No. 4,

Kishan Pura,

Jalandhar City – 144004





      …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar






     
         …Respondent

CC- 3043/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Bal Krishan Saini in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Talwinder Singh Rana, Jr. Asstt. (98786-01052) from the Tehsil Office, Jalandhar along with Sh. Tarsem Lal, Jr. Asstt. (94173-75481) from the office of Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar. 



Sh. Saini terms every document provided in information to be ‘scandalous’ and states that in every hearing, new faces on behalf of the respondent are made to appear before the Hon’ble Commission as his intentions are dishonest and malafide.   He has submitted a letter of date, wherein it is stated: 

“I have complied with the orders of the Commission while DC Office, Jalandhar did not.  I have extended full cooperation.  Even after lapse of 177 days, you granted another 7 days to them.  Even after this, no satisfactory or correct reply was not submitted.  Thus there is a delay of over 190 days.   No reply has been submitted by the office of D.C. Jalandhar.  Thus it is imperative to impose penalty.  Any concession given shall be taken up at the level of Punjab State and the matter will be brought to the notice of the Hon’ble Supreme Court.”



He kept on talking at random and was all the more offensive towards the respondents present.   He was letting none else to speak or make submissions. 



I have gone through all the points with the complainant and the documents on the file and am of the view that complete information as per the original application stands provided in the present case.



Complainant Sh. B.K. Saini states that he be compensated for the detriments suffered by him, in addition to imposing a penalty on the respondent PIO for the delay caused.
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Therefore, Sh. G.S. Khaira, Addl. Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO, Jalandhar is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



It would be relevant, at this stage, to extract Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005 which reads as under: 




“19(8)
In its decision, the Central Information Commission or

 State Information Commission, as the case may be, has the power      to—

 
 
(b) 
require the public authority to compensate the complainant for any loss or other detriment suffered;”



Accordingly, PIO Jalandhar above-named, shall also show cause as to why suitable compensation be not awarded to the complainant to be paid by the Public Authority, for attending the hearings in the Commission, to get the information sought, which has been provided after much delay.



In the next hearing, Sh. G.S. Khaira shall also appear in person to present his defence, if any.



To come up on 16.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber for further proceedings. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.02.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajinder Kapoor

# 43, White Enclave,

Near Gereen Field,

Majitha Road,

Amritsar







             …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (S.E.)

Punjab, Chandigarh. 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Secretary School Education, 


Punjab, Chandigarh. 




       …Respondents

AC- 1119/2010
Order

Present:
None for the appellant. 
For the respondent: Sh. Surinder Pal Singh, Junior Asstt. (94637-12970) along with Sh. Harinder Kumar, Sr. Asstt. office of DPI (SE) (94171-61673)


In the earlier hearing dated 12.01.2011, it was recorded as under: 

“Appellant and the respondent present have discussed the matter.  Information on all points except point no. 6 and 8 stands provided.”


Regarding reply on point no. 6 - ‘Attested photocopies of the Rules / instructions under which the amounts above were received by the DEO Gurdaspur’, a reply has been presented wherein it is stated that this information is not available with the department and it was conveyed to the appellant per registered post on 21.01.2011.



Regarding reply to point no. 8 – ‘Photocopies of the bank account passbook and cash book containing details of amount spent pertaining to PTA funds’- , respondent stated that he had shown the same to the appellant during last hearing; however, no such fact has been recorded in the said order.   Therefore, directions are given that information on point no. 8 be sent to the appellant by registered post.



One more opportunity is granted to the appellant to intimate the Commission if he is satisfied with the information supplied so far.



For further proceedings, to come up on 16.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.02.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jarnail Singh

s/o S. Pritam Singh,

Flat No. 17, Type IV

Thapar University Campus,

Patiala – 147004






             …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (Schools)

Punjab, Chandigarh. 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Secretary School Education, 


Punjab, Chandigarh. 




       …Respondents

AC- 1122/2010
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Jarnail Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. O.P. Palani, Supdt.-PIO (99882-58103)



Sh. Jarnail Singh, appellant, states that he went to the office of Secretary School Education.  As the respondent was not able to trace out the record, he requested Sh. Jarnail Singh to provide a photocopy of the same.



Appellant also states that he had given a photocopy of the records and was assured that within one week, the matter would stand disposed of.  However, it has not been done. 


Sh. O.P. Palani, present from the office of Secretary School Education states that at least, three weeks’ more time is required before complete information is provided after locating the records. 



With the mutual consent of the parties, more time as prayed by the respondent, is granted.



For further proceedings, to come up on 16.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 10.02.2011



State Information Commissioner

