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

Sh. R.C.Jhingan,

Kothi No. 311, Phase-VI,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.




--------Appellant







Vs. 

PIO/O Labour Commissioner,

SCO 47-48, Sector 17-E,

Chandigarh.






  ---------Respondent.





       AC No- 144-2008
Present:
Sh. R.C.Jhingan, Appellant in person with Sh. Kulwinder 


Singh, Advocate.


Sh. Jacob Partap, PIO-cum-Assistant Labour Commissioner, 


Mohali.



Sh. V.C.Sobti, Superintendent O/o Assistant Labour 



Commissioner, SAS Nagar, Mohali.

Order:


The appeal came up for hearing before the Bench comprising Sh. Rajan Kashyap, Hon’ble CIC and Sh. P.P.S.Gill, Hon’ble SIC on 25.06.2008 and the matter was postponed to 20.08.2008.  After the Appellant submitted that the information received by him, was not satisfactory, he delivered a list of deficiencies to the representative of the Respondent on 25.06.2009. Thereafter, the case was transferred to the present Bench and has been considered earlier on 11.12.2008 and detailed orders passed and adjourning the case on 28.01.2009 for compliance.  The Appellant had highlighted through his detailed RTI application asking for information on 12 points that there was alleged mis-use of 246 houses constructed in Mohali (132 houses in Phase IX, Mohali and 114 houses in Phase VI, Mohali) in so much as these were constructed for industrial workers and are now being allegedly used by persons, none of whom are industrial workers.  Houses have been sublet or sold and this has been allowed by the Department of Labour, which is supposed to do monitoring from time to time regarding its proper use.  

AC No- 144-2008








-2-
2.

The PIO/Labour Commissioner to whom this application was made in original vide letter dated 24.12.2007 passed the application to the Labour Commissioner which was received by the PIO/Assistant Labour Commissioner, Mohali only on 11.03.2008 consuming almost two and a half months, for this, action alone consuming the first 30 days (based upon the information as per letter dated 20.01.2009 submitted by PIO/Assistant Labour Commissioner, SAS Nagar, Mohali).  However, after getting the information on 18.03.2008, PIO stated that the case was marked to the Labour Inspector, Mohali who was on the verge of retirement after another 10-15 days and retired on 31.03.2008 who did not take any action on the complaint being in the last days of his retirement.  Thereafter, the present PIO vide letter dated 21.04.2008 sent the necessary information to the Labour Commissioner who had marked the case to him which was further passed by the Labour Commissioner to the Appellant vide letter dated 19.05.2008 (received by Appellant on 21.05.2008).  Thus, the PIO/Labour Commissioner took further one month to pass on the information to the Appellant which was already delivered to him in readymade form causing another month delay.   In the meantime, First appeal had been filed already on 14.02.2008 and the PIO/Labour Commissioner was the First Appellate Authority and also was the original person who received the application.  Still no action appears to have been taken to decide the appeal by the Labour Commissioner.  The rest of the information as per the deficiencies pointed out from time to time has now being delivered to the Appellant.  The last installment was delivered on 20.01.2009 and now the entire information which is available with the office of the PIO/Assistant Labour Commissioner, SAS Nagar Mohali has been given.  Sh. R.C.Jhingan is not satisfied as he states that all complaints received and their fate has not been disclosed, including action taken report on the specific complaint made by Sh. Inder Pal Singh dated 28.12.2001 regarding which information was provided by Sh. R.C.Jhingan during the course of hearing of the Second Appeal, the end action has not been disclosed.  
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3.

From the above and after consideration of the letter dated 20.01.2008, I am satisfied that all information available in the custody of the Assistant Labour Commissioner, SAS Nagar, Mohali has since been rendered to the Appellant Sh. Jacob Partab, PIO-cum-Assistant Labour Commissioner may also give a certificate to that effect.  In case, final action taken, has not been reported on the complaint of Sh. Inder Pal, it is because no action has been taken as per the statement of Sh. Jacob Partap, PIO.  Suffice it to say that the delay in the office of the Labour Commissioner of more than four months has not been touched upon or explained by the PIO other than that, Mr. Ramesh Behal, the concerned officer retired on 31st May, 2008.  
4.

It is observed that RTI Act, affords a two way information device.  Information can be sought from the PIO and information can be given to the PIO and while sifting through the file to deliver the information to the Appellant, the PIO perhaps becomes aware of many things, which fall in his jurisdiction and are being neglected.  It is the hope that action would be taken an initiated by the authorities of the Labour Department suo motu and it is not necessary to await a complaint to be filed by any person before they move in the matter. 
5.

On the other hand, Sh. Jacob has also been made aware of the provisions of the Act contained in Section 3, as read with the definition of ‘information’, ‘record’ and ‘right to information’ contained in Section 2 (f), (i) and (j) of the Act so that the applications in future are replied to by providing specific documents.  The PIO is not expected to scour the entire record but only to provide the specific documents asked for.



With these observations, the matter is hereby disposed of. 









Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Sita Ram Sharma

S/o Sh. Chiranji Lal,

R/o 546, Preeti Nagar,

Hisar.







--------Appellant







Vs. 

PIO/O Punjab Medical Council,

SAS Nagar, Mohali SCO 25,

Phase-1, Mohali, Pb.




  ---------Respondent.





       AC No- 355-2008   

Present:
Sh. Sita Ram Sharma, Appellant in person.


Sh. Mohinder Pal, Senior Assistant with Ms. Monika Goyal, 


Advocate for Punjab Medical Council, SAS Nagar, Mohali.
Order:


This Second Appeal was considered in detail and directions given for compliance vide order dated 11.12.2008.  In compliance thereof, today Ms. Monika Goyal, Counsel for PIO has stated that vide covering letter dated 13.01.2009 containing index of annexures, duly numbered, page marked and attested as per the directions of the Commission has been delivered to Sh. Sita Ram Sharma, Appellant.  Sh. Sita Ram Sharma confirms having received the same.  However, he has pointed out that the papers are not attested but have only been signed by the Registrar, Punjab Medical Council with stamp the word attested missing in all papers.  Counsel has also filed an affidavit of Dr.  P.P.S. Coonar, Registrar, Punjab Medical Council, SAS Nagar Mohali dated 14.01.2009 duly verified by a notary public.  Copy of the same has been supplied to the Complainant.  However, that is a photo stat copy.  The photo copy has been retained in the record of the Commission and the original affidavit filed attested by the notary public has been handed over to the Appellant. Annexure to this affidavit is an extract of the Punjab Medical Registration Rules i.e. “PART VI. PROCEDURE TO BE FOLLOWED IN CONDUCTING AN ENQUIRY”.  
2.

Sh. Sita Ram Sharma has also filed a complaint dated 28.01.2009 
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in which he has pointed out that the board had supplied bogus and framed papers.  It has been explained to him that the remedy for his perceived grievances does not lie with the State Information Commission.  Armed with whatever papers has been able to obtain through the Commission, he should approach the Competent Authority in the Executive and/or approach the Civil Courts or any other forum as may be advised.  Full information available with the Council has been given to him and the Counsel has stated before the Commission that other than these papers, no other papers are available with the Punjab Medical Council.   


With this, the matter is hereby disposed of. 










Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(LS)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

# 251/29, 

Jamiat Singh Road,

Moga







…..Complainant







Vs.

 PIO, O/O SDM,

Nihalsingh Wala.





.....Respondent

CC No-600-of 2008 & CC-469/2008 
Present:
Sh. Amarjit Singh complainant in person.



Shri Jaswant Singh, APIO-cum-Tehsildar Nihal Singh Wala.


Order:

Finally the dispatch number vide which the inquiry was carried out on the complaint of Sh. Amarjit Singh against Sh. Inderjit Singh, by the then SDM Nihal Singh Wala, which was earlier not available was located. A copy of the inquiry report with supporting statements made available to the complainant today. In addition vide letter dated 28.1.09 a copy of the dispatch register in which entry of Spl number I dated 7.6.08 was made, as well as a copy of the letter dated 6.10.08 vide which a copy of the inquiry report has been sent again to the Secretary education, has been supplied to Sh. Amarjit Singh. With this, the case is hereby disposed of and a copy of the same should be placed on CC-469/08, which is identical.









Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009
(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 Deputy Commissioner, 

Bathinda. 
  





           ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1242-2008  
Present:
Sh. Partap Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Jatinder Singh, APIO-cum-DRO, Ludhianan.



Sh. Manjit Singh, Clerk for PIO Tehsildar, Bathinda.

Order:


On the last date of hearing on 19.11.2008, the following orders had been passed:-

“2.In respect of CC-1242 of 2008, he states that a copy of the new Nishan Dehi has been supplied to Sh. Partap Singh (confirmed by Complainant).  In respect of old Nishan Dehi, he has listed the efforts made to locate it which has not become available.  A photo copy of the same has been supplied to him by Sh. Partap singh and the APIO states that another effort will be made to get the original including from the office of PGO.  He requests for an adjournment which is hereby granted. 



Adjourned to 28.01.2009.“

2.

Today, Sh. Jatinder Singh, APIO has filed a written compliance report dated 28.01.2009 enclosing copy of letter dated 27.01.2009 addressed by the officer incharge, complaints and enquiry branch of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda designated PIO ADC, Bathinda.  In this, he has stated that file has been located containing 196 pages (correspondence and noting) dealing with subject of a complaint made by Sh. Partap Singh regarding demarcation of land on 26.04.1997 in which it had been clearly brought out that 
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the original report of the said date was not available, however, Nishandehi dated 27.06.1997 has been found and the attendant papers have been found from that file.  The set of the relevant papers has been given to the Complaint today duly attested.  Copies of the papers supplied have also been placed on the record of the Commission.   
3.

He has also brought the original file with him and the file may be inspected by Sh. Partap Singh if he so wishes.  He states that he is not interested in inspecting the file but wants a copy of the missing nishandehi.  From the file, it can be seen that even in 1997, he has been informed that the original report of required nishandehi is not available as per the noting on that file and he very well knew that it is missing from that file.  
4.

The Commission can only give the documents which are in the custody of the PIO.  Now the State Information Commission can get supplied whatever records are available in the custody but nishandehi report was lost in 1998, about which the Complainant had been informed at that time, cannot now be got unearthed.  The Complainant, armed with whatever information he has been able to get under RTI Act, should approach the Competent Authority for redressal of his perceived grievances in which he may stress the implication, if any, of the non availability of the nishandehi which is admitted by the authority to have been carried out.  



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.     









Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(LS)

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.


Sh.  Manjit Singh, Clerk on behalf of PIO/Tehsildar, Bathinda 


(with letter of authority).
Order:


This complaint has been considered on 23.09.2008, 19.11.2008 and detailed orders passed.  On the last date of hearing, the following orders has been passed :-
“2.The APIO-cum-Tehsildar states that all due efforts have been made and the total records of one record room have been checked but the same is not found.  She states that she is looking for index register so that the documents can be easily found/located.  She has constituted a committee of eight members consisting of Patwari, Kanungo and Sewadars who are scouring the entire record for the concerned documents while carrying out the duty of dusting, cleaning etc. of the record.  She prays for an adjournment which is granted.  

3.Sh. Partap Singh suggests that Sh. Amar Nath, retired Kanungo, Chak Bandi should also be associated if possible since he may be in a position to give some hints of its where abouts.  



Adjourned to 28.01.2009.”  
2.

Today, Sh. Manjit Singh, Clerk states that Smt. Savita, Tehsildar has proceeded on long leave and no Tehsildar has been posted in her place, since the first week of December.  Incidentally, he has no information to offer.  
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Sh. Manjit Singh has come in place of Sh. Surinder Pal, Naib Tehsildar, however, he has no further information regarding the case.   
3.

Here, it is pointed out that the Tehsildar is not the PIO but only the APIO and the case is to be guided and monitored by the SDM, Bathinda who is the PIO and in case she is on leave the case now is to be looked after by him.  The charge has been given to some other officer who should appear.  However, the PIO, SDM Bathinda should also be aware of this case and report should given in terms of order dated 19.11.2008.  


Adjourned to 01.04.2009. 








Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(LS)

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

Sh. Narinder Singh,

HDFC Building,

Water Works Road,

Opp. SBOP, 

Mansa






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mansa.


 


  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1269-2008  

Present:
Sh. Narinder Singh, Complainant in person.


None for PIO.
Order:


The PIO has requested for an adjournment.  It is stated that the Commission has fixed the date of 28.01.2009 for personal appearance of the PIO/Tehsildar, Mansa but she has been put on law and order duty and been told to remain at the headquarter.  In view of the circumstances, the adjournment is granted. However, Sh. Narinder Singh, Complainant is present, he has stated that the PIO is deliberately mis-representing the matter.  He states that the Naib Tehsildar, Mansa was charging the amount as Civil Secretariat fund which was chargeable as per the Government notification only on deed of conveyance not on a deed of “Aad-Rahen” (mortgage without possession).  It is wrong to state that the charge was being made as per the Government notification or that Government had now stopped the charging of such amount.  PIO has not admitted that in fact the amount was being charged without authority and no orders had been passed by the Punjab Government not to charge this amount.   Sh. Narinder Singh, therefore, states that actually the Government (Stamps Branch in FCR office) to whom the reference was made have clarified that this amount is chargeable only on conveyance deed as per the original notification of the Government whereas the present PIO is trying to state that earlier it was chargeable and now it is not.  As such Sh. Narinder Singh states 
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that the amount over charged from him needs to be refunded.  However, this Bench advises the Complainant to seek remedy for his perceived grievances with the Competent Authority.  It is necessary that the communication filed by the Deputy Commissioner on which the reference was received from the Naib Tehsildar, Mansa for clarification of this issue, the reference made by the Deputy Commissioner to the Financial Commissioner Revenue.  The reply received from the FCR as well as the clarification conveyed to Naib Tehsildar should be produced in the Commission on the next date of hearing without fail.  However, Sh. Narinder Singh has requested that due to the great harassment which he has been put to seek this information, he may be given compensation/expenses for the days that he has had to attend the Commission while not getting correct information.  He has been directed to send a copy of the complaint and request is being sent to the PIO concerned who may like to offer comments before the request can be considered in writing well before the next date of hearing.  Sh. Narinder Singh has also produced copies of letters dated 15.01.2009 and 23.12.2008 where in clarifications have been given to him that no such amount is being charged by the Sub Registrar, Faridkot and the Naib Tehsildar, Bathinda respectively.  He has been directed to supply copies of these also to the PIO. 


Adjourned to 15.04.2009.  









Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(LS)

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

(Registered Post) 

Smt. Amar Kaur,

D/o Sh. Chanan Singh, 

H.No. 390, Basant Vihar,

Hoshiarpur.  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Director, Public Instructions (SE), 
Pb, SCO-95-97, Sector 17, 
Chandigarh.


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1322-2008
Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.


Order:
Smt. Amar Kaur vide her complaint dated 14.6.08 made to the Commission stated that her application dated  15.4.08 made to the address of PIO/DPI(S) with due payment  of fee had not been attended to properly and the information had not been provided to her.
2.
The PIO had neither present himself nor through his representative, neither send any  written communication in the hearings dated 21.10.08, 10.12.08 or today. Neither has he sent copy of any communication or information supplied to Smt. Amar Kaur.

3.
Neither has the complainant ever been present in person, or sent any communication ever again. In fact two letters sent to her through registered post on her given address were returned . Once the home was locked and once the remarks are not legible. Therefore, the third letter was sent to her through registered post which has not been received back. Smt. Amar Kaur may inform whether she has received any information from the PIO. In case no communication is received from her or neither  she appears herself,  it will be presumed that she is not interested in pursuing the matter and the matter will be dropped. 
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4.
Similarly the PIO should also report whether he has sent any information to Smt. Amar Kaur with reference to her RTI application, what ever it may be and send copy of the same  for the record of the Commission.  If this is ndone by the PIO and Smt. Amar Kaur also not appeared or sent any communication, the matter will be closed  on the report of the PIO on the next date.

Adjourned to  15.4.2009.









Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Maninder Pal,

S/o Sh. Piara Lal, 

Village Kandhwala Amarkot,

Tehsil Abohar,

District Ferozepur.  




--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Director, Public Instructions (S), 
Pb, SCO-95-97, Sector 17, 
Chandigarh.


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1327-2008  

Present:
Shri Maninder Pal, complainant in person.



Shri Ram Sarup, Jr. Asstt. On behalf of the PIO.


Order:

Shri Ram Sarup, Jr. Asstt, has been attending the hearing of the Commission on every occasion (earlier with letter of authority).  Today, he has presented a letter dated 29.1.09 asking for further period of one month since he has said that the information is to be collected by some other branch and the officials of  their branch are collecting further information from the field regarding the joining reports. However, the information asked for  was not such which is to be collected from field at all. On the last occasion he complainant had requested that he would give up the demand of seeking information regarding the joining time of the  official in different places in the state. In case he is provided a copy of the revised selection list. That there is such a revised selection list was admitted in the order dated 3.7.08 passed by dr. Jagtar Singh Khatra, the then DPI(S), Punjab, a copy of which has been endorsed to Sh.  Maninder Pal  complainant. This order is a speaking order passed in pursuance of the directions of the Punjab & Haryana High Court in CWP 1742/07. The revised selection list with the names of concerned persons should have been located. The names of the persons who have been selected instead, has been discussed in detail in the 
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speaking order. Therefore, for the representative of the PIO stating today that some other branch is collecting information from the field because the list is still not received, is not acceptable. The list may be revised once again  but the list which is required is the one on the basis of which speaking order of Dr. Jagtar Singh Khatra, DPI(S) dated 3.7.08 is passed when it had been already corrected. This is not one of the points on which information had been sought by the applicant in his RTI application, yet during the  course of the hearing he had made the concession which had been accepted by the PIO.
2.
As such, it is hereby directed on the next date of hearing  the actual file from which order of Dr. Khatra No. 7/249-07-RC dated 3.7.08 was issued along with the said revised list which should be available on that file be produced by the officer not below the rank of APIO in the Commission. He should be well versed with the whole case. It may also be noted that no other adjournment will be given.
3.
It is also noted that on the last date of hearing a notice u/s 20(1) of the Act for imposing of penalty had been issued to the PIO for giving misleading information to the complainant through the Commission. Since no reply has been filed by him, therefore, it is presumed that he has nothing to say.  The Commission moves to the next stage now and  gives the PIO a notice u/s 20(1)  proviso thereto for providing a personal opportunity  to be heard before the penalty is imposed. It may again be noted that in case he does not file the written reply to the Notice u/s 20(1) for which another opportunity is given to him and if he does  not avail himself of the personal hearing, a penalty shall be imposed straightway without giving any further opportunity.


Adjourned to 15.4.2009.








Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Subhash Namdev,

Advocate,

R/o J-558/64, BRS Nagar,

Ludhiana.
  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana. 


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1332-2008 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Representative of  the PIO.


Order:

This case was considered on 10.12.08 and detailed orders passed for compliance. Today, the representative of the PIO presented copy of letter dated 23./9.08 with copy endorsed to the Commission giving reply, which has been sent to Sh. Subhash Namdev under registered cover. However, he has not produced any receipt from the complainant for proof of registry. The representative of the PIO stated that he has spoken to Sh. Subhash Namdev yesterday evening and he had stated that  he was not coming for the hearing and he was satisfied with the information supplied.

As such the matter is hereby disposed of.









Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Om Garg,

S/o Sh. Parkash Chand,

Gokul Nagari, 

Near SBOP,

More Mandi,

Bathinda.
  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Director, Public Instructions (S), 
Pb, SCO-95-97, Sector 17, 
Chandigarh.


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1341-2008  

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Sanjev Kumar Sr. Asstt. on behalf of PIO/DPI(S).


Order:

Shri Sanjeev Kumar states that the information has been brought for  delivering to the complainant, a copy of which has been placed on the record of the Commission vide letter dated 23.1.09 today. This is a complete list. Since the complainant has not come, the information will be sent by registered post and proof of registry will be given by tomorrow. The applicant had due and adequate notice of the hearing to be held today and this should have been passed on to him if he had appeared today. 
2

Now, proof of registered has been produced. The case is thus disposed of.








Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Arvinder Bir,

S/o Sh. B.S.Prince, 

V&PO Chowk Mehta,

(Mehta Road), Tehsil Baba Bakala,

District Amritsar.  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Director Public Instructions (SE), 
Pb, SCO-95-97, Sector 17, 
Chandigarh.


 



  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1344-2008:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Gursewak Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the PIO/DPI(S).


Order:

The PIO has stated that the information has been supplied to the applicant vide letter dated 4.11.08 with 4 pages pertaining to he placement of ex-servicemen. This is complete information. A copy of the information has been placed on the record of the Commission.
2.
On the last date of hearing  the complainant had also been informed that if he is interesting in pursuing  his complainant, he should  come or send any communication and if  he does not come/send any communication, it will be presumed that he is not interested in pursuing the matter. After considering the reply the complainant had due and adequate notice, but he did not come. It is presumed that he is satisfied and thus the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Mehnga Ram,

S/o Sh. Mansa Ram,

V- Dhol Baha,

PS Hariana,

District Hoshiarpur.  





--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o District Revenue Officer,

Hoshiarpur.



 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1362-2008  

Present:
Shri Mehnga Ram complainant in person.



Shri Gurnam Singh, APIO-cum-DRO Hoshiarpur.


Order:

The information has been supplied to Sh. Mehnga Ram today through the Commission vide letter dated 23.1.09 containing 9 pages. A copy has been placed on the record of the Commission. Since the information has just been supplied, it is only fair that Sh. Mehga Ram is given one more date to study the same and to make submissions, if any in writing to the PIO with a copy to the Commission.. The PIO is directed that deficiencies if any should be made up directly in accordance with the original RTI application. In case he does not come or give any letter of deficiencies, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the case will be disposed of. The PIO has also placed on record  letter dated 27.1.09 containing report of the Naib Tehsildar Bhoga that the information had been sent to Sh. Mehnga Ram through special messenger and he has refused to receive the same

Adjourned to 15.4.2009.








Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(Ptk)

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

Smt. Vasumati Sharma,

P-3/65, Jaral Colony,

Pandoh, District Mandi (HP)

175124.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Secretary,

Finance Department,

Pb. Govt., Chd. 



 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1618-2008  

Present:
None for the complainant.



Smt. Kamlesh Sharma, APIO-cum-Supdt, O/O Secretary 

Fianance, Punjab. 


Order:

Any response of the PIO to the letter dated 15.10.08 submitted by the complainant Smt. Vasumati Sharma is not on the record. The PIO may place any material or response for consideration since the application will be taken up for  disposal on the next time.


Adjourned to 15.4.2009.









Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Gaurav Kumar,

S/o Sh. Joginder Kumar,

# 747/3, Milap Nagar,

Ambala City-134003.




--------Complainant 







Vs.
PIO O/o Secretary, 

Punjab Subordinate Service

-Selection Board, SCO 156-160,Sect. 8-C,Chd.         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1622-2008  
Present:
Shri Joginder Arora, father of the complainant.



Shri Mohinder Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the PIO.
Order:
The PIO has sent his authorized representative since he is busy with Special Selection Committee for preparing the result of Punjabi Teachers. The representative of the PIO has presented a letter dated 28.1.09 stating that as per the order of the Commission Shri Joginder Singh was permitted to inspect the papers which were available and stated that he would inform the State Information Commission on the next date of hearing. Thereafter when he was contacted, Shri Joginder Singh stated that on 28.1.09 i.e. on the date of hearing only he will give information about further record needed by him. Whatever information he has asked for in writing, copies of all those documents were given to him. Shri Joginder Singh, father of the complainant Sh. Gaurav states that he has seen all the papers which are available in the custody of the PIO. He states that 2240 papers were not available and it was not possible to know where these were. The Dealing Assistant stated that since the last 3 months some papers had admittedly been taken away by the Vigilance Department. Sh. Joginder Singh 
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states that the present complaint may be closed as he has already received more than 312 pages of Photostat copies free of charge.
With this, the case is hereby disposed of.










Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Ajeet Singh,S/o Babu Singh,

Village & PO Rampur Sainian,

Tehsil Dera Bassi,

District  Mohali.






--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Divisional Commissioner,

Patiala Divisional, Patiala.  



 




         ---------Respondent.

CC No- 1645-2008
Present:
Whri Ajit Singh, complainant in person.

Smt. Manjeet Kaur, Sr. Asstt. O/O Divisional Commissioner, Patiala.

Smt. Surjit Kaur, Sr. Asstt. O/O Commissioner, Patiala Divisiion, Patiala.


Order:

With reference to order dated 10.12.08, the representative of the PIO Smt. Manjeet Kaur has presented letter dated 22.1.09 enclosing letter dated 20.1.09 with annexures. A copy does not appear to have been received in this office so far, although copy has been endorsed to the Commission. Neither has the complainant received it. This contains the report presented by the Supdt., o/o Commissioner Patiala Division regarding enquiries made about the whereabouts of   the previous inquiry carried out by Sh. N.S.Sangha. According to the PIO no such inquiry has taken place except for the oral “Puchh-Gichh” made by Sh. N.S.Sangha at the time of consideration of the disputed mutation. All that  has been given in writing that no inquiry had been carried out including in respect of Sh. Paramjit Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Dera Bassi. 
2.
However, Sh. Ajit Singh seeks to present a letter dated 4.11.08 issued by the DRO in which he has stated that  such a inquiry did take place and the fact has been admitted by Sh. Paramjit Singh, Naib Tehsildar regarding inquiry conducted by Sh. N.S.Sangha. He states that he has received copy No. 3245 dated 4.11.08 issued by DRO, addressed to SDM Dera Bassi with copy to Commissioner, Patiala Division, through a separate RTI application. A copy of 
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the same has been supplied to the representative of the PIO. To come up for consideration on the next date of hearing. 
3.
In the meantime, Tehsildar Dera Bassi Gurinder Singh should check up from the quasi judicial file which is also pending before the Commissioner, Patiala Division containing papers attached  which Sh. Ajit Singh states had been taken at the time of inquiry by Sh. N. S. Sangha. He states that in addition to his statement, statement of Sh. Paramjit Singh Naib Tehsildar, Dera Bassi, statement of one Sh. Tarsem Singh S/O Sh. Rati Ram  was recorded. He stated that at that time he was accompanied  by his Lawyer Hari Singh and Tarsem Singh by  his Advocate Shri Anmol Singh. He may check the facts from the original file.

Adjourned to 15.4.2009.








Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(Ptk)

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

Ms. Yamini W/o Rajeev Kumar,

C/o Puran Kariyana Store,

Iswar Nagar, Dalhousie Road,

Pathankot, District Gurdaspur.




--------Complainant 







Vs. 

PIO O/o Secretary, 

Punjab Subordinate Service

-Selection Board, SCO 156-160,

Sector 8-C, Chd.



 




         ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1678-2008  
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Mohinder Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/O SSS Boad.


Order:

The case was called twice. The complainant is not present. In accordance with the order dated 10.12.08, where she had been warned that if she did not appear or send any communication to the contrary, it would be presumed that she has received the information and the case will be closed. Since she had not appeared, it is presumed that she has received the information vide letter dated 18.7.08 and further information sent vide letter dated 16.1.09, copy of which has been placed on the record of the Commission.

The case is, therefore, disposed of.








Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Ajay Kumar,

S/o Sh. Raj Kumar,

Teacher Colony,

Near Bus Stand, Maur Mandi, 

District Bathinda.





--------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda.






  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1679-2008 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Subhash Mittal, Naib Tehsildar Maur.



Sh. Jatinder Singh, APIO-DRO Bathinda.


Order:

The application of Sh. Ajay Kumar under RTI dated 24.4.08 was transferred by APIO/DRO to PIO/SDM Talwandi Sabo as well as PIO/EO, M.C.Maur on 25.5.08. On the last date of hearing  the reply sent vide letter dated 9.6.08, which has been sent to him by the JE representing EO, M.C. Maur and I had felt that it was not adequate.

2.
Today, I have gone through the original application dated 24.4.08 under the Act made by Sh. Ajay Kumar to the address of PIO/DC, Bathinda which reads (as transliterated) as follows:-


“Maur Mandi Vikhe  Galian Vich Sarkan de Doven  Passe Nalian Band Karke Jaga 8-8 fut Fut hoe Najaij Kabje  Noo Door Karan Lai Kee Karvai Kiti Gai Hai, Dee Kapi Diti Jave.


Eahnan Najayaj Kabjian Sabandhi D.C.Office Vallon SDM Talvandi Sabon Rahin Karvai Gai Partal Report Dee Kapi Diti Jave.


Ehnan Najayaj Kabjian Noo Door Karan Lai Kina Sama Lagega.”

3.
It is observed that no information as defined in Section 2(f), (i) & (j) of the Act has been asked for. He has  only brought to the notice of the D.C. that road 
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should be 8’ wide. People have encroached upon this road in Maur Mandi and the encroachment should be finished and asked for information on action taken. 4.

This application does not lie under RTI since no specific record already in the custody of the Government has been sought. In fact he has  asked for a survey to be made and then for the encroachment to be got cleared by way of a campaign and the report which has asked for be  given. 
5.

Shri Ajay Kumar is advised that his application does not lie under the Act and he should seek relief by making direct complaint to the E.O., Municipal Council, Maur since Maur Mandi is a town, by giving  specific encroachments, if any, in the complaint.

With this, the case is hereby disposed of.










Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(Ptk)

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

Sh. Mukhtiar Singh,

S/o Sh. Bhagwan Singh,

Village Paliwala PO Aminganj,

(Mandi Roda Wali)

Teh. Jalalabad (W) 152024,

District Ferozepur (Pb).





--------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO/O Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Jalalabad (W),

District Ferozepur.





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1697-2008 
Present:
Sh. Mukhtiar Singh, Complainant in person.


None for PIO.
Order:


Sh. Mukhtiar Singh has shown me the original form no. 5 (2 pages) in which at no. 25 is entered his name in the general category as he has been allotted the symbol of “Hawai Jahaz” in connection with election of panches of the Gram Panchayat.  The form no. 5 is a photostat but the signatures of the Returning Officer are in ink.  He has also shown the original of the “dummy” ballot paper of village Paliwala in which at no. 25 against the name of Sh. Mukhtiar Singh the symbol of an aeroplane (Hawai Jahaz) has been shown.  The original papers have been returned to him.  Photo stat of the same had already been presented by him on the last date of hearing. It is clear that all is not well in the matter of the election of Panches of this village.
2.

Order in the hearing dated 11.12.2008 was dictated in the presence of the Complainant but the PIO was not present.  Unfortunately, the copy of the order has been sent only on 20th January, 2009 from this office and has probably not reached the SDM office in time for today’s date since there have been three holidays in between.  .  The SDM, Jalalabad should comply with the order of the Commission dated 11.12.2008 without fail.  
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In case the SDM, Jalalabad does not appear himself with the original file then without awaiting any further communication from him papers will be passed on State Election Commissioner who will be treated as PIO for the purpose of this complaint and become answerable directly to the State Information Commission.   Photo copies of the documents supplied by the Complainant and signed by me be sent to the PIO/SDM, Jalalabad for his comments.  The matter may be taken very seriously


Adjourned to 15.04.2009.        








Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(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.


None for PIO.
Order:


Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Complainant states that with reference to order dated 11.12.2008 passed by the Commission 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. The PIO is neither present himself nor has he sent any authorized representative nor has he sent any communication, in respect of directions in para 4.  These directions are as under :-


“4.
Coming to question No.3, I found that the information sought by the complainant whether Sh. Raj Kumar conducted the inquiry as per procedure of the Punjab Civil Services (Punishment and Appeal) Rules, 1970, has not been clearly answered by the PIO. From the perusal of the report it appears to be a purely executive inquiry and not departmental inquiry and if this is correct, the PIO should state it in writing. All the other questions Nos. 4,6,8,9, and 10 are concerned with question No. 3. In case the answer to that is that there was no departmental enquiry, these questions also stand replied to. However, regarding question Nos. 7,9, 10 & 12, these can b equally relevant whether it was departmental enquiry or executive enquiry. Therefore, the PIO to give proper answer to it.” 



Compliance report of para 4 has also not been supplied.  The Commission takes a serious view of the matter since the PIO office of FCR has 
CC No- 1693-2008   







-2-

not cared to comply with the clear cut direction in which there was no room for any mis-understanding of the orders of the Commission.  The PIO is, therefore, issued a notice under Section 20(1) to show case for the unreasonable delay in providing the information as well as for non compliance of the directions of the Commission.  The PIO may note that written reply in this regard is to be filed by him at least 10 days before the next date of hearing.  In case no written reply is filed, it will be taken that he has nothing to say in the matter and if he does not appear himself or through representative further action will be taken against him ex-parte under the provision of the Act.  PIO is hereby once again directed to immediately comply with the directions of the Commission.  He may note that failure to do so, would invite further action under Section 20(2) of the Act.  


Adjourned to 01.04.2009. 









Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(LS)

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

Sh.Om Parkash,

S/o Sh. Des Raj 

B-XI/2389, Near Parsuram Bhawan,

Backside Y.S.School,l Near Bus Stand Road,

Barnala.






--------Complainant. 







Vs. 

PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Barnala.





  ---------Respondent.





       CC No- 1710-2008   

Present:
Shri Om Parkash,complainant in person.



Shri Amit  Mehta, Advocate for the PIO.



Sh. Kamaljit Singh, Registry Clerk, O/O Tehsildar Barnala.


Order:

The complainant has stated that the orders of the Commission have not been complied with. He stated that there was a holiday on  5th and  on 6th and 7th he went at the fixed time to the office of Tehsildar-cum-APIO, but he was not available as his mother was not well. Thereafter he telephonically asked him on 7th evening how his mother was and he stated that she is better but he is going to Chandigarh the next day on 8th. However, he did not depute any other official to get the record inspected or give him any other date. Upon asking, the Tehsildar stated that he will himself contact the Complainant but never contacted him till date.  
The PIO has  thus not carried out the directions of the Commission and has asked for adjournment for the same, which is granted. 
2.
The applicant is willing to pay the fee as per the revenue schedule  and not as per RTI Act, since these are official and legal documents and there is a complete copying branch with full infrastructure, persons, supervisors, time schedule laid down by the Revenue Department for giving this information with fee to be charged as per the Revenue schedule.  In the alternative he is permitted to inspect the record as ordered already in the next week starting from 
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10th to 13th Feb, from 11.30 AM o 4.00 PM (with lunch break).  There should be no default this time. He may be allowed to take notes, copy of any paper he requires may be given to him as per revenue fee.
 
Adjourned to 15.4.2009.  








Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009

(Ptk)

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

Smt. Phoolan Wanti,

W/o Late Sh. Ram Narain Wadhwa,

336/10, Punjab Chowk Narwana 126116,

District Jalandhar.



 

--------Complainant. 







Vs. 
PIO/O Deputy Commissioner,

Sangrur.






  ---------Respondent.




       CC No- 1732-2008:

Present:
Shri Gulshan Kumar, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Gurpreet Singh, Clerk, O/O PIO/ DC Sangrur.



Shri Satgur Singh, Clerk, O/O SDM Munakh.

Order:

Full information has been supplied to the applicant without a copy of letter No. 8/69/89-RR-2/370 dated 15/22 January, 1992. The representative of the PIO on behalf of the SDM Munakh has also showed me Red Card which has been prepared to be given to Smt. Phoolan Wanti. However, he states that  she should  supply a photograph which should be got attested from that office to be affixed on the Red Card. The Counsel is required to submit the true and verified  photo of Smt. Phoolan Wanti to the SDM office so that it may be fixed on the Red Card and attested  before the next date of hearing and the card should be given to her against due receipt or through registered letter if permissible. 
2.
As for the letter dated 15/22 January, 1992, they have stated that this information is not in their custody. The applicant should approach the PIO, Department of R & R for the same. The PIO/ O/O DC Sangrur is only required to supply copies of record available in his office. With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of.








Sd- 
      






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


28.01.2009
(Ptk)

