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

Sh. Manmohan Singh,

Rural Development & Panchayat Deptt.

RDE-1 Branch,

SCO 112-113, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh.  






----Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Financial Commissioner,

Secretariat, Pb. Chandigarh.



       -----Respondent.






AC No-444 -2008. 

Present:
Sh. Manmohan Singh, Appellant in person.



Sh. Janak Singh, APIO-cum Superintendent-Administration-I 


with Sh. Jagat Singh, Senior Assistant dealing for PIO.




Order:



Sh. Manmohan Singh vide his appeal dated 10.09.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 04.02.2008 under RTI Act with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/O/o FCR, Pb. had not been attended to and information sought by him had not been given to him within stipulated period.  Instead, the PIO sent him letter dated 22.04.2008 vide which information was supplied only on point no. 10 out of the 12 points on which information had been asked for by him i.e. a set the Punjab Financial Commissioners’ Secretariat (Class-III) Service Rules, 1986.  He filed an appeal before the First Appellate Authority/FCR and Ms. Romila Dubey, Financial Commissioner Revenue vide her order dated 10.08.2008 decided it informing him that on point no. 10, the information had already been given to him and on point no. 12, she stated that no such letter dated 23.11.2007 bearing number stated by him had been issued and, therefore, no authenticated copy could be given to him.  For the remaining points, she stated that there is no requirement under the Provisions of the Right to Information Act to create information, only available information can be available to him.  She stated that there is no 
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provision for giving point wise reply to questions posed by the Appellant.  Hence the Second Appeal.  

2.

I have gone through the 12 points of the application of Sh. Manmohan Singh and I agree with the Financial Commissioner Revenue.  It is not the job of PIO to cull information from different files and to give the information as per the requirement of the Appellant by scouring all the record and culling out information analyzing, arranging, collating it and giving only the end result of the application in a single letter. This would amount to a huge effort since information required is from the beginning of the cadre of the judicial assistants to date in respect of their qualifications, promotions, quota and roster point etc.  

3.

However, in the interest of justice and in the interest of transparency, Sh. Manmohan Singh may be allowed to inspect the record that he wishes to inspect and with a view to making the required information himself.  It is not the intention to hide any information from him and the aspect which is objected to is the creation of “information” as per his requirement.  However, he can be permitted to inspect the record which he wishes to see and to take notes, photo copies or attested copies of any document which he wishes to have pertaining to this application.  For this, in consultation with both parties, suitable dates have been indicated as week beginning 9th February 2009 up to 13th February, 2009.  In case there is a gazetted holiday in this week then one day more given to the Appellant.  Sh. Manmohan Singh, Junior Assistant shall report each day to the APIO in his room no. 12 on 4th Floor and the files shall be shown to him under Rules from 2:30 PM to 4:30 PM each day.  The inspection shall be allowed free of charge but any photo copies/attested documents which he desires to take for which he should submit a written list should be provided to him against due charges as per Act.  



Adjourned to 15.04.2009.     







Sd- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

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

Sh. Harpal Singh,

H.No. 9802, St. No. 7,

Joshi Nagar Haibowal Kalan,

Ludhiana-141001.
 






----Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Research & Medical Education,

Sector 40-C, 

Chandigarh. 





       -----Respondent.






AC No-449 -2008. 

Present:
Sh. Harpal Singh, Appellant in person.






Sh. Pardeep Kumar, Senior Assistant and Sh. D.R.Joshi, 


Junior Assistant (without letter of authority) for PIO.

Order:



Sh. Harpal Singh vide his complaint dated 17.09.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 10.07.2008 under RTI Act with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/DRME, Pb. had not been attended to, thereafter, he filed an appeal dated 14.08.2008 to the First Appellate Authority/Secretary Medical Education and Research.  Surprisingly, neither the PIO nor the Appellate Authority has ever sent any communication to him.  Hence the Second Appeal.  A copy of the appeal was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.

2.

Today, Appellant states that he has not still received any information.  The representative of the PIO states that vide letter dated 22.01.2009, information has already been provided to him vide letter dated 16.01.2009 while enclosing a copy of the same.  He states that letter dated 16.01.2009 is a letter from Director, Health and Family Welfare to the DRME stating that the course for ophthalmic officers are conducted in the medical college under the Director and, therefore, is in his jurisdiction.  As for the necessary information, notification dated 11.06.2007 laying down the basic 
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qualification for trainees to the course for the post of ophthalmic officer (not assistant) has been sent by him.  

3.

I have gone through the original application dated 10.07.2008 which reads as follows :-

“Please sent what was the basic qualification for the admission of the post of ophthalmic assistant. The information is required under RTI Act 2005.”  

4.

After going through this application, I feel that basic problem has been that the applicant has not clearly stated his requirement.  He states that he want to know the basic qualifications required for applying for the admission to the course (passing of which probably constitutes the basic requirement for applicants for the post of ophthalmic officer (not assistant) as clarified to the PIO.

5.

Now, this matter is clarified.  The PIO should give this information within a month under due receipt or through registered post and a compliance report should be given on the next date of hearing. 



Adjourned to 15.04.2009. 









SD- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(LS)

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

Smt. Usha Gupta,

Retd. Sc. Mistress,

H.No. 2, Shivam Enclave,

Cheema Chowk, Malerkotla Road,

Khanna-141401. Pb. 





----Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions (SE)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D 

Chandigarh. 





       -----Respondent.






AC No-463 -2008

Present:
Smt. Usha Gupta, Appellant in person.



Sh. Jaspal Singh, Senior Assistant O/o DPI(SE), Pb. for PIO.




Order:



Smt. Usha Gupta vide her appeal dated 23.09.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that her application dated 25.04.2008 under RTI Act with due payment of fee made to the address of PIO/ Education Department, Punjab had not been attended to and no information had been provided to her.  The PIO had transferred the case under Section 6(3) to the DPI (SE) on 02.05.2008 for disposal of the case since the entire record was with that office.  However, when no reply was received from the DPI, she filed an appeal to the First Appellate Authority i.e. Education Department.  She was not called for the hearing of the Appeal. The Appellate Authority did not sent her any communication either instead of without taking it into account, the matter had once again been transferred under Section 6(3) to the DPI(SE), Punjab treating it as a fresh application. Thus, Appellate Authority behaved like a PIO who had been wrongly applied for information by transferring the application under Section 6(3) dated 19.08.2008.  Hence the Second Appeal.    

2.

Today, Sh. Jaspal Singh, Senior Assistant (dealing) of the DPI(SE) is present and he stated that vide letter dated 07.11.2008 addressed to Smt. 
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Usha Gupta, full information has been given to her regarding movement of file of her medical reimbursement from the date that she claimed for advance payment of 75% out of maximum of Rs. 1,16,000/- which was permissible at that time.  The latest sanction was issued on 25.08.2008 for Rs. 85,314/-.  The said sanction has been sent to the DEO and copy of the same has been sent to Smt. Usha Gupta.  The Appellant confirms having received the letter dated 07.11.2008, but only in the last week of December.  Although, a copy of sanction dated 25.08.2008 of which I have been shown the office copy, is shown as having been endorsed to Smt. Usha Gupta, she states that she has not received any sanction letter dated 25.08.2008 till date.  Photo copy has been supplied to her today in the Commission.

3.

I have gone though the RTI application and find that the first four questions are by way of “Jawab Talbi” i.e. seeking explanation and with a view to finding out who was responsible for the delay.  This does not lie within the purview of the Right to Information Act, since no action can be asked for by the Appellant but only record and information as defined in the Act can be given i.e. Section 3 of the Act as read with Section 2(f)(i) and (j) of Right to Information Act, 2005.  However, points no. 5 and 6 do merit that information should be given. Regarding point no. 5 detailed day to day handling of the case of medical reimbursement has been given vide letter dated 07.11.2008.  Regarding point no. 6, the information has not been given even till date.  Now, it is necessary that the information regarding point no. 6 be given in full and also explanation for delay.    

4.

It is observed that the low financial allocation for reimbursement for pensioners appears to leave great discretion in the hands of the officials who exercise a pick and choose method for giving the reimbursement.  It appears necessary for the department to lay down the procedure and method/formula for such reimbursement cases.  Perhaps all such pending cases can be given the amounts in installments of say one third of the amount every quarter so that all 
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could be satisfied or to the same extent.
 This suggestion may be brought to the personal notice of the DPI(SE), Punjab.

5.

The PIO is hereby issued notice under Section 20(1) of the Act to show cause why penal action as provided therein for not supplying the information within the stipulated period of 30 days as per Section 7(1) of the Act.  He may furnish his explanation in writing at least 10 days before the next date of hearing.  The PIO may also note that in case he does not furnish any written reply, it will be taken that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed ex parte against him in accordance with the Provisions of the Act.   



Adjourned to 15.04.2009. 

Sd- 

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Gurcharan Singh Tara,

Advocate, 

Chamber No. 701,

7th Floor, Chamber Complex,

District Court, Ludhiana. 





----Complainant  







Vs.

PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner/ Registrar,

Mini Secretariat,

Ludhiana. 






       -----Respondent.






CC No-2122 -2008.
Present:
None for the complainant.

None for the PIO.




Order:


It is observed that it is not mandatory for the complainant to appear in the hearing. However, it is mandatory for the PIO to be present himself or through  a representative  not below the rank of APIO or he is required to send  the communication  giving the present status of the case.  In case information has already been given in full, a set of the papers supplied, along with the receipt from the applicant/proof of registry are  required to be produced  for the record of the Commission. In case the information has not been sent, the PIO is required to state what is the reason, why it could not done and to offer suo moto explanation for the delay and or to appear with the information  in the hearing in the present case. The PIO neither appeared himself nor has he sent any communication to the Commission. The Commission takes serious objection to this and directs the PIO to supply the information and to file compliance report in the Commission on the next date of hearing along with receipt from the complainant/proof of registry and it should not be taken that the PIO has been given a lee way to make further 

delay. The PIO may note that if not done so,  proceedings for imposing penalty under the Act will be initiated on the next date of hearing.








Sd- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Mangat Khan,

S/o Sh. Din Mohammed,

VPO Jhanjeri,

Tehsil Kharar, District Mohali.




----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director State Transport,

Pb., Chandigarh. 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2127 -2008

Present:
Sh. Mangat Khan, Complainant in person with Sh. Amarjit 


Singh Laukha, Advocate. 






None for PIO.

Order:



Sh. Mangat Khan vide his complaint dated nil received on 11.09.2008 in the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 30.07.2008 under RTI Act with due payment of fee made to the address of PIO/Director State Transport, Punjab had not been attended to and no information had been provided to him.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post. 

2.

Today, none is present for PIO.  Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha, Council for Complainant states that the PIO had sent him information.  However, Sh. Mangat Khan has already pointed out the deficiencies in writing to the PIO and gave a copy of the same to the Commission.  This is undated and there is no number of receipt from the PIO’s office, however, a copy has been taken on record and he has been asked to sent another copy to the PIO.  The PIO is hereby directed to make good the deficiencies and to supply the information sought (once again) strictly in accordance with the original application under RTI) under due receipt from the applicant. 

3.

 It is also observed that neither the PIO is present himself nor has he sent any representative nor has he sent any communication asking for 
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exemption or an adjournment, the Commission takes a serious view in the matter, the PIO may ensured his attendance and submission of compliance report on the next date of hearing.  



Adjourned to 24.03.2009.   








Sd- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Mangat Khan,

S/o Sh. Din Mohammed,

VPO Jhanjeri,

Tehsil Kharar, District Mohali.




----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director State Transport,

Pb., Chandigarh. 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2128 -2008. 

Present:
Sh. Mangat Khan, Complainant in person with Sh. Amarjit 


Singh Laukha, Advocate. 






None for PIO.

Order:



Sh. Mangat Khan vide his complaint dated 10.09.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 31.07.2008 under RTI Act with due payment of fee made to the address of PIO/Director State Transport, Punjab had not been attended to and no information had been provided to him.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post. 

2.

Today, none is present for PIO.  Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha, Council for Complainant states that vide covering letter dated 19.09.2008, the PIO had sent him information (85 pages).  However, it is neither complete nor the relevant information asked for under RTI Act, Sh. Laukha has been asked to spell out the exact deficiencies through a written letter to the PIO with copy to the Commission strictly in accordance with his original application and the PIO is hereby directed to make good the deficiencies and to supply the information sought (once again) strictly in accordance with the original application under RTI) under due receipt from the applicant.  It will be appreciated if the information is given with a covering letter and annexures duly indexed, page marked and attested.  At this stage, Sh. Mangat Khan has stated that he had already pointed out the 
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deficiencies in writing to the PIO and gave a copy of the same to the Commission.  This is undated and there is no number of receipt from the PIO’s office, however, a copy has been taken on record and he has been asked to sent another copy to the PIO.  

3.

It is observed that the copies of the rosters showed to me have missing numbers on each page, therefore, Sh. Mangat  Khan should be permitted to get the photo stat made from which ever machine he finds satisfactory and if this cannot be done, the original roster register should be produced on the next date of hearing.  It is also observed that neither the PIO is present himself nor has he sent any representative nor has he sent any communication asking for exemption or an adjournment, the Commission takes a serious view in the matter, the PIO may ensured his attendance and submission of compliance report on the next date of hearing.  



Adjourned to 24.03.2009.   



Sd- 

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Prit Pal Dhindsa,

VPO Lasoi,

Tehsil Malerkotla,

District Sangrur.






----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions (SE)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D 

Chandigarh. 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2130 -2008

Present:
Sh. Gursewak Singh on behalf of the Complainant (with letter 


of authority).






Sh. Bhupinder Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of PIO.

Order:



Sh. Prit Pal Dhindsa vide his complaint dated 02.09.2008 submitted that his application dated 13.06.2008 under RTI with due payment of fee made to the address of PIO/Secretary Education, Punjab stated that no information had been received by him till date except endorsement of a letter dated 16.07.2008 vide which the Secretary Education has forwarded his application to the PIO/DPI(SE), for disposing it off directly under Section 6(3) of the Act.  However, no information was received by him from the DPI.  Hence the complaint.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.

2.

Today, Sh. Gursewak Singh is present on behalf of the Complainant, Sh. Prit Pal Dhindsa.  The representative of the PIO states that the information is ready in the proforma as per the request of the applicant except for para 5 where the Department is having problem for supplying the information.  In column 5, the applicant has asked for appointment letter/merit list for selection in respect of master cadre.  He explained that the persons who have been appointed as lecturers in English have been drawn from more than three cadres below including the cadres of English, Hind, Punjabi, social studies, science and mathematics masters etc. all belonging 
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to different cadres.  He stated that they have been recruited at different times in the last 30 years, however, the seniority list which is common to all master cadres whatever their subject may be is available.  The applicant states that the seniority list may be given of the common cadres. Now, that this is clarified, the information should be given to the complainant immediately under receipt or it may be sent through registered post posted at least ten days before the next date of hearing with covering letter giving reference to his RTI application with index of annexures page marked and duly attested. The said receipt/details of documents provided should be given for record of the Commission on the next date of hearing positively.  

3.

Adjourned to 15.04.2009.  Although the matter is adjourned to 15.04.2009, it does not mean that the PIO has been given further time till that date for supplying the information.  He may be given this information within next ten days.  Compliance report be given on 15.04.2009.  









Sd- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Kesar Singh, LA.,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.
 






----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director State Transport,

Pb., Jiwandeep Building, Sector 17,

Chandigarh. 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2140-2008. 

Present:
Sh. N.K. Nagar, advocate on behalf of the complainant.




Sh.Surya Dev, Dealing Asstt. on behalf of the PIO,O/O STC, Pb.



Shri Kirpal Singh, GIS Clerk, O/O Punjab Roadways Ropar




Order:


Shri Kesar Singh complainant vide his complainant dated 4.9.08 to the Commission submitted that  his application dated  22.7.08 made to the address of PIO/Director State Transport, Punjab had not been attended to and no information had been given with reference to two points i.e. complete and up to date balance statement of GPF and complete and up to date statement of GIS for a particular a particular period and when he served in the office of D.S.T., which amounts were required to be transferred to his new office i.e Public Service Commission, Patiala. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both the parties informed vide registered post.

2. Today, Shri Surya Dev, Sr. Asstt office of the PIO/STC (GPF Branch) and Shri Kipal Singh,  Clerk, GIS Branch, Punjab Roadways Ropar states that vide letter dated 20.11.08, full balance of amount deposited is Rs. 1,06,314 which was  transferred to the Secretary, PPSC Patiala. A copy of the orders had been endorsed to Shri Kesar Singh also. The Secretary PPSC has been informed of the full details of the amount deducted from the salary of the complainant from 1.2.08 o 5.7.08,  whereafter  the request stands dispoed of. Shri Nagar, Counsel for the complainant states that he has not received either of the letters. The PIO is hereby directed to supply copies of the letter dated 20.1.09 with 
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annexures containing details in respect of GIS to the complainant immediately through registered post or through personal messenger. In respect of GPF also similar details are needed for the total to enable the applicant  to follow up the matter where ever there are missing credits. Proof of registry or receipt from the applicant may be sent at least 10 days before the next date of hearing for compliance. If the complainant has received this information he need not come  and it will be presumed that he is satisfied and the case will be closed.

3. Adjourned to 18.3.2009.

Sd- 

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(Ptk)

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




Sh. Dalip Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurdip Singh,

# 65, Block-A,

SST Complex, Patiala.





----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Civil Surgeon, Patiala.



       -----Respondent.






CC No-2143 -2008.
Present:
None for the complainant.



Dr. Harish Malhotra, PIO-Distt. Leprosy Officer, Patiala.

Order:


Shri Dalip Singh, vide his complaint dated 13.9.08 stated that his application dated 14.8.08 under RTI with due payment of fee made to the address of PIO/civil Surgeon, Patiala had not been attended to for supply of 5 documents. The information was rejected since the postal order was not in the name of the PIO,  O/O Civil Surgeon, Patiala and also because the information was, according to the PIO, exempted and was rejected u/s 8(j) of the RTI Act. A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both the parties informed through registered post.

2.
Today, none is present  on behalf of the complainant. However, the APIO Dr. Harish Malhotra states that  vide covering letter dated 13.1.09, duly indexed and page marked, 5 letters, asked for have since been  provided to him by ordinary post.. He has presented a copy of the same for the record of the Commission. He stated that  he had got confirmed by the office that Sh. Dalip Singh has received the information and was satisfied. In any case Sh. Dalip Singh complainant had due and adequate notice of today’s hearing. If he had not received the information or had any submission to make he would have communicated it or appeared to make any submission. It is presumed that he has received the information. With this the case is hereby disposed of.







SD- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Sunil Kumar,

GPA of Chaman Lal,

S/o Sh. Chiranji Lal,

R/o # 3341, Sector 21-D,

Chandigarh.
 






----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur Cantt.

Pb.

 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2146 -2008

Present:
Sh. Sunil Kumar, Complainant in person.



Sh. Tej Singh, APIO-cum-Tehsildar, Ferozepur in person.




Order:



Sh. Sunil Kumar vide his complaint dated 15.09.2008 submitted that his application 16.03.2008 under RTI with due payment of fee made to the address of PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur Cantt., Punjab has not been dealt with which he has asked for a present status of his complaint dated 04.01.2009 (copy attached).  A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.

2.

Today, Complainant is present in person and on behalf of the PIO, APIO-cum-Tehsildar Sh. Tej Singh states that vide letter dated 20.01.2009 a reply has since been given to the Complainant.  Copy supplied through registered post for the record of the Commission.  Sh. Sunil Kumar confirms the receipt of this letter.  The said letter is based upon an examination of the complaint which is against the registration of a sale deed of a property which was held in joint names of two deceased owners of which heirs of one of them have through a GPA have sold the entire property.  This was inspite of the fact that a said Naib Tehsildar/Sub Registrar had thrice in writing been informed that Sh. Dev Raj was only 50% owner of the said property by the heirs of the other half of property of Late Sh. Charanji Lal.  The latest position and the decision on the 
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complaint dated 04.01.2008 made to the Deputy Commissioner has been given vide letter dated 20.01.2009.  The scope of the Right to Information Act finish is here.  In addition to the information supplied, the APIO has been directed to supply a copy of the reference and noting therefor, as well as the as the opinion of the District Attorney dated 15.1.2009 on it immediately.  Photo copy should also be placed on the record of the Commission.  On the basis of the papers received under RTI Act, Sh. Sunil Kumar may approach the competent authority in the Executive for redressal of his grievances as may be advised.



With this, the matter is hereby disposed of. 








Sd- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Malkiat Singh,

S/o Sh. Kartar Singh,

# 267, Phase-3,

Pakhowal Road,

Shaheed Karnail Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana.
 






----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar.
 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2152 -2008. 

Present:
Sh. Malkiat Singh, complainant in person.

Sh. Suresh Kumar, Head Registration Clerk, on behalf of the PIO/DRO Jalandhar.





Order:


Sh. Malkiat Singh vide his complaint dated 12.9.08 stated that his application under RTI dated 2.5.08 receipted by the Suvidha Centre of the DC Jalandhar had not been attended to by the D.C. Jalandhar. The Deputy Commissioner instead wrote to him on 22.7.08 asking him to get in touch with the SSP office Jalandhar for the necessary record. Thereafter he wrote back to the D.C. Jalandhar saying that he did not wish to apply to the SSP as the police had arrested him and registered a case against him, in this matter.  Now to ask him to seek the help of the police for the same, was not giving him justice.  In his complaint to the State Information Commission he also wrote that FIR No. 168 dated 17.8.07 may be looked into and action should be taken against the police officers who registered false case against him and he should be given justice.

2.
The representative of the PIO  stated that there is no RTI application  from Sh. Malkiat Singh.  However after receiving the notice from the State Information Commission having written to the SSP Jalandhar for doing the needful, further reminder on 24.12.08 is given to follow up the matter. They have not received any information from the SSP till today.

3.
It is seen that the application of Sh. Malkiat Singh is actually a representation in which he has asked for the receipt of  the register Vasika Navis. 
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Sr. No. 1 bearing entries dated 3.11.06 to Sr. No. 256 dated 21.1.08, which is in the custody of ASI Jagjit Singh, Thana Adampur as well as a statement taken by  Sh. Manjeet Singh of Thana Adampur  on 17.5.2007 regarding the incident of 20.4.2007.

4.
It is observed that the complainant has not given any application under RTI Act since he has made a plain application without required fee of Rs. 10/-. Upon asking he stated that because he is more than 60 years, he is exempted  from the payment of RTI fee. This is not correct.  There is no such exemption.  It is for this reason that the DC Office has not received his application at under the RTI Act all. Therefore, the complaint does not lie against the PIO/DC Jalandhar and is hereby rejected.

5.
After asking the  applicant a few questions, it is seen that he requires the receipt for the ‘Register Vasika Navis’ bearing the different  entries which was taken away by the police without giving due receipt to him. He also stated that the said  register has now been  produced in the Court as evidence by the Police along with challan. The copy of the statement he is seeking in his statement received u/s 161 under the Cr.P.C which is unsigned and also is used by the police for firming up their cases before the Court.  It is used to confront a witness at the time of cross examination by the prosecution.  In respect of receipt, they have not given the receipt and have not showed recovery. The lacuna should be pointed out to the Court concerned.  The complainant is advised to file a complaint for the redressal of his perceived grievances to the Competent authority. With the case is hereby disposed of. 








Sd- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(Ptk)

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

Ms. Baltej Kaur,

D/o Sh. Balbir Singh,

Opposite Max Auto, Khalifa Bagh,

Dhuri Road, Sangrur.





----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Public Instructions (SE)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D,Chandigiarh.

       -----Respondent.






CC No-2153 -2008 

Present:
None for the complainant.

None for the PIO





Order:


It is observed that it is not mandatory for the complainant to appear in the hearing. However, it is mandatory for the PIO to be present himself or through  a representative  not below the rank of APIO or he is required to send  the communication  giving the present status of the case.  In case information has already been given in full, a set of the papers supplied along with the receipt from the applicant/proof of registry are  required to be produced  for the record of the Commission. In case the information has not been sent, the PIO is required to state what is the reason, why it could not done and to offer suo moto explanation for the delay and or to appear with the information  in the hearing in the present case. The PIO neither appeared himself nor has he sent any communication to the Commission. The Commission takes serious objection to this and directs the PIO to supply the information and to file compliance report in the Commission on the next date of hearing along with receipt from the complainant/proof of registry and it should not be taken that the PIO has been given a lee way to make further delay. The PIO may note that if not done, proceedings for imposing penalty under the Act will be initiated on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 24.3.09.







Sd- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(Ptk)

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

The Secretary,

Youth Rural Welfare Society (Regd),

VPO Birampur, 

Tehsil Garhshankar,

District Hoshiarpur-144528.




----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Secretary,

Regional Transport Authority,

Jalandhar.
 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2163 -2008. 





Present:
None for the complainant.

None for the PIO





Order:


It is observed that it is not mandatory for the complainant to appear in the hearing. However, it is mandatory for the PIO to be present himself or through  a representative  not below the rank of APIO or he is required to send  the communication  giving the present status of the case.  In case information has already been given in full, a set of the papers supplied along with the receipt from the applicant/proof of registry are  required to be produced  for the record of the Commission. In case the information has not been sent, the PIO is required to state what is the reason, why it could not done and to offer suo moto explanation for the delay and or to appear with the information  in the hearing in the present case. The PIO neither appeared himself nor has he sent any communication to the Commission. The Commission takes serious objection to this and directs the PIO to supply the information and to file compliance report in the Commission on the next date of hearing along with receipt from the complainant/proof of registry and it should not be taken that the PIO has been given a lee way to make further delay. The PIO may note that if not done so,  proceedings for imposing penalty under the Act will be initiated on the next date of hearing.



Adjourned to 24.03.2009.


Sd- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Jaswinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Ranjit Singh,

# 1043, Kissan Street,

Narendra Colony,

Malerkotla, Sangrur.





----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Director Public Instructions (Sec)

SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D 

Chandigarh. 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2164 -2008

Present:
None for Complainant.



Sh. Bhupinder Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of PIO.




Order:



The representative of the PIO states that information applied for was regarding “merit of women school lecturers selected on 24.01.1991 at Jalandhar by the departmental selection committee”.   He states that after a lot of search the said file has been located and the information will be sent to the applicant within a week with copy to the Commission.  He states that the file has been located with personal efforts and that was the reason for delay.  He is directed to supply the information with a covering letter giving reference to the application and an index of annexures page marked and attested.  A copy of the receipt from the applicant or proof of registry may be produced for compliance of this order on the next date of hearing.  



Adjourned to 15.04.2009.  








Sd- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(LS)

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

Mohd, Shakeel, 
S/o Rahamdeen,

Mohalla Julahian Wala, 
Near Islamia Kamboj,

Sr. Secondary School, 
Malerkotla(Sangrur).





----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Sangrur. 
 





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2174 -2008

Present:
Mohd. Shakeel, complainant in person.



Sh. K.R.Kansal, APIO-cum-Tehsildar Malerkotla.





Order:


Mohd. Shakeel vide his complaint dated 16.9.08 in respect of his application under RTI act dated 1.5.08 made to the address of the PIO/DC Sangrur stated that it had not been attended to by the PIO. It is noticed that his RTI application dated 1.5.08 is identical in every manner with his RTI application dated 29.4.08 although with separate fee   and to the address of same PIO i.e. D.C.Sangrur. The file in connection with his RTI application dated 29.4.08 culminating in his complaint dated 29.5.08 had already been disposed of after hearing on 26.8.08 and 10.9.08 in CC No. 1123/08. This case is also hereby disposed  of in terms of the same order.

2.
The Tehsildar Malerkotla on 10-.9.08, in case No. CC1123/08 had vide his letter Spl. dated 8.9.08 informed that there is another identical Complaint Case No. 1146/08 which is also identical to the present two applications. In respect of his application dated 1.5.08, it has been checked  and found that it is identical in every manner and has been filed by the same complainant and given to the same PIO. Thus CC-1146 of 2008 is also disposed of in terms of the same two orders mentioned above, being identical.
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3.
Regarding the complaint of Sh. Mohd. Shakeel dated 26.8.09 in respect of his application dated 26.8.08, made to the address of PIO/Tehsildar Malerkotla,  in CC-2243/08, it has been transferred from the Court of Hon’ble SIC Mrs. Ravi Singh’s bench.  I have gone though the said application and the complaint. The entire sum of the substance of the  application is exactly the same  which has already been mentioned in CC No. 1123/08 and CC-1146/08 & CC-2174/08. Thus, CC-2243/08, it is hereby disposed of in terms of my orders dated 26.8.08 and 10.9.08 passed in CC No. 1123/08, in the presence of Mohd Shakeel, complainant and Shri Amandeep Singh Bhatti, the then Tehsildar Malerkotla on behalf of the PIO/SDM, Malerkotla. 

4.
A copy of letter dated 23.1.09 brought by Tehsildar Malerkotla, has also been provided to Mohd Shakeel. In this he has revealed that attestation and mutation of Hibanamas on the basis of unregistered(oral) Hibanamas which had been stopped on the oral instructions of the Deputy Commissioner has been started again w.e.f. the receipt of the instructions of the Financial Commissioner Revenue Punjab dated 15.12.2008 and the complainant has also been informed vide letter 23.1.2009. He has stated that this information is applicable in identical cases i.e. CC-1123/2008, CC-1146/2008, CC-2174/2008 and CC-2243/2008. Accordingly, the case is hereby disposed of. A copy of this order my  also be placed on each of the form concerned files mentioned above. 







Sd- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Asa Nand Khurana,

Deputy Controller (F&A-Retired).

359-B-VIII, Nayya Mohalla,

Ludhiana.






----Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/o District Treasury Officer,

Faridkot.  





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2178 -2008. 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Raj Kumar, APIO-cum-T.O.Jalalabad.

order:


Shri  Asa Nand Khurana, retired DCFA, vide his letter dated 12/16-9-2008 to the Commission submitted that his application dated 9.11.07 for supply of information  for verification of the amounts deposited by the Punjab State Civil Supplies Corpn. Ltd. Faridkot  as GPF deduction from his salary each month  for the period from 8/75 to 3/76, 4/76 to 10/76, 11/76-12/76, 8/77 to 10/77 had not been attended to. He stated that he had also sent reminders to the PIO/DTO, Faridkot  on 12.8.08. A copy of the complaint was sent to the  PIO. The date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered post.

2.
Today, the complainant is not present. However, the APIO/Treasury Officer, Jalalabad, Sh Raj Kumar is present in person and he states that vide letter dated 20.1.09 Sh. Asa Nand had been provided full information required by him for the  missing credits. In addition the  information regarding  credits of 5/78 which he had also asked for  has also been provided to him. He placed on record copy of the information supplied along with receipt from Sh. Khurana in which he has stated that he has received full information and expressed gratefulness for the same. With this the case is hereby disposed of.








SD- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

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

Sh. Hari Singh,

Superintendent, Grade-I (Judicial),

VAT Tribunal, Punjab. 





----Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Under Secretary (Admn.),

Financial Commissioner’s Secretariat, 

Punjab, Chd.





       -----Respondent.






CC No-2345 -2008

Present:
Sh. Hari Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Janak Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent-Administration-I 


with Sh. Jagat Singh, Senior Assistant dealing for PIO.



Order:



Sh. Hari Singh, Superintendent-I (judicial) vide his complaint dated 21.10.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 02.09.2008 under RTI Act with due payment of fee made to the address of the PIO/Under Secretary, Administration Financial Commissioner’s Secretariat, Pb. had not been attended to properly.  He had given information vide communication dated 22.09.2008 and photo stat copy of irrelevant rule 6.2.1 and 11.1 had been provided to him which are not applicable.  Copy of para wise comments on his representation made to the Hon’ble Minister (noting) had also been provided to him (page 33, 41 and 55 of noting).  A copy of the appeal was sent to the concerned PIO and both parties informed to the date of hearing through registered post.  

2.

Today, the APIO-cum-Under Secretary who is present in the court has drawn my attention to letter dated 04.11.2008 addressed to the Commission stating that full information as was available had already been provided to the Complainant and have requested that the complaint may be filed.  I have gone through the application of Sh. Hari Singh as well as the information provided to him by the PIO.  I find that the information provided is not specific to his querry.  Sh. Hari Singh has asked for rule on the basis of which the dealing assistant and 
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all officers who forwarded his representation to the Hon’ble Minister wrote to the effect that since Sh. Hari Singh had been awarded punishment of reducing him to a lower stage in the scale, therefore, he could not be considered for promotion for a period of five years.  It is seen that while giving the reply no such rule has been produced.  The Under Secretary also states that the noting contains the comments of the office on the representation of Sh. Hari Singh and is not the noting which had been put up to the DPC at the time when his case was considered.  APIO also admits that there is no such rule or guidelines in the DPC which says that the person who has been finally awarded a punishment (in this case of reduction to a lower stage in the scale) cannot be considered for promotion for five years thereafter.  However, the APIO states that this has been the stand of the Government.  It is observed that information is required on the basis of the documents. No document is available to bolster the “stand” of the Government.  Armed with whatever information, he has been able to get under Right to Information Act, 2005, Sh. Hari Singh may approach the Competent Authority for redressal of his perceived grievances as may be advised.  



With this, the case is here by disposed of.        








Sd- 
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


27.01. 2009

(LS)

