STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Dinesh Singh

s/o Sh. Prem Singh,

H. No. 2237/1, Sector 40-C,

Chandigarh.
  






   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab,

Chandigarh







    …Respondent

CC- 2377/11
Order

Present: 
For the Complainant: Sh. Rajesh Kumar. 


For the Respondent: Sh. Ramesh Verma, PIO



This complaint has been filed with the Commission on 02.08.2011 by Sh. Dinesh Singh when no information was provided in response to his original application dated 22.11.2010, whereby he had sought the following information under the RTI Act, 2005: -

“Copy of the opinion / views / reasons / noting of the Govt. of Punjab for not granting permission for prosecution of Mr. S.S. Bajwa, PCS, former Joint Secretary, Ropar improvement Trust, in the matter of FIR No. 47 dated 23.09.2004 registered with Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana under Section 465/468/471/511/120-B IPC read with Section 13(1)(d) and 13(2)88 of Prevention of Corruption Act.”


Today Complaint stated that no response has been received the from the respondent till date. 


It is observed that the complainant has approached the Commission while he had an alternative remedy to prefer an appeal before the First Appellate Authority.   Accordingly, this case is remanded to the First Appellate Authority i.e. Sh. Vinod Bhalla, Add. Secretary, office of the Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab, Chandigarh.  The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat the copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the  RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving due opportunity of hearing to all concerned.

 
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. 
 

Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of.   In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA 
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shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information according to the application dated 30.05.2011 filed under the RTI Act, 2005.

 
If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., the complainant Sh. Dinesh Singh will be at liberty to move a Second Appeal before the Commission, as per Section 19(3) of the RTI Act 2005.


Accordingly, the present case is hereby closed and disposed of in terms of the above observations. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner  
Copy to: First Appellate Authority 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab, Chandigarh.   

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Ms. Sukhdeep Kaur,

Advocate,

VPO Chhapian wali

Defence Road,

Tehsil Malout,

Distt. Muktsar






      …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Director,

Directorate of Technical Education & I.T., Punjab,

Chandigarh.

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Additional Director,

Directorate of Technical Education & I.T., Punjab,

Chandigarh.






…..Respondents
AC- 736/11
Order

Present:
For the Complainant: Sh. Onam Deep 94171-22232

For the Respondent: Sh. Monica Bansal, PIO, D.T.E. (98726-63243)



Vide application dated 12.05.2`011, Ms. Sukhdeep Kaur had sought the following information under the RTI Act, 2005 from the PIO, office of Deputy Director, Directorate of Technical Education & I.T. Punjab: 



“Period: October 1990 to May 2011”

Following point-wise information sought from Guru Teg Bahadur Khalsa Polytechnic, Chhapian Wali, Malout, Distt. Muktsar which is running diploma course under the affiliation of your Directorate and AICTE, New Delhi: 

1.
The following information of faculty of all six departments (ECE, CE, IT, EE, Mech. Engg. And Automobile) of above Polytechnic: 

· Sr. No.

· Name of Faculty;

· Designation;

· Technical Qualifications with Discipline;

· DOJ with Dept. and Exp. (if any);

· Aggregate marks with %age

· Board / University;

· Present Department;

· Salary;
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· D.A.

· HRA;

· Medical Allowance;

· Gratuity.

2.
Attested copies of salary statement of Onamdeep Singh, Lecturer Physics along with Basic, DA, Medical All., HRA and other benefits as per AICTE Act w.e.f. October 1997 till date; 

3.
Attested Xerox copy of service rules implemented for the staff recruitment, promotion, punishment, other benefits and appeals in the self-financing Polytechnic Colleges in Punjab and above said college;



4.
Attested copy of detailed rule / proceedings under which Mr. Iqbal Singh, Komal Kumar, Gurmeet Singh Manocha, all are Sr. Lecturers ECE Dpett. were promoted from Lab Technician to lecturer and then Sr. Lecturer and also copies of certifies of diploma in Technical teaching and copies of compulsory training done under above qualification; 

5.
Attested copy of detailed rule / proceedings under which Mr. Harjinder Singh and Gurmeet Singh Khara, Lecturer, ECE Deptt. were promoted from Lab Technician to lecturer and also copies of certificates of diploma in Technical teaching and copies of compulsory training done under above qualification;

6.
Attested copy of B. Tech. and M. Tech. Degrees pf Sr. Lect. Sh. Parabhdeep Singh;

7.
 Attested copy of B. Tech. and M. Tech. Degrees pf Sr. Lect. Sh. Amrik Singh;

8.
Attested copy of B. Tech. of Foreman / Instructor Mrs. Rupinderpal Kaur, Sardool Singh;

9.
Attested copy of eligibility of Maintenance Engg. In Polytechnic as per AICTE and DTE&IT which is deputed by G.T.B. Khalsa Polytechnic College, Chhapian Wali, Malout.”



It is further the case of Ms. Sukhdeep Kaur that the first appeal before the first appellate authority was filed on 18.06.2011 and the instant second appeal before the Commission has been preferred on 01.08.2011 when no information was provided to her.

 
 
Today Sh. Onam Deep is present with an authority letter on behalf of Ms. Sukhdeep Kaur. A written statement has been submitted by Complainant which reads as under:-
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“1. Guru Teg Bahadur Khalsa Polytechnic is under the control of Director, Industrial Training, Punjab (Technical Education Wing) Punjab & AICTE Act by notification by government body Annexure – I & II Attached. 

Hence U/s 2F, 2(4)(d),  2(4)(b) they are to furnish the  information. 

2. Said college is established on the land of village common land under village Common Land Act 1961 Section 5, for the public purpose. The deed of the trust itself says that they will formulate rules for service, promotion, circulation, payments through cheques. Same information is sought by me under RTI Act 2005. Also it is Public Trust Registered under Indian Trust Act 1882.



Annexure – III, IV

3. Funds of Trust pertaining to Polytechnic College, G.T.B. Khalsa Polytechnic are audited by Punjab State Board of Technical Education Ind. Training established under PSBTE Act. Hence it is under control of Government of Punjab through Punjab State Board of Technical Education. Hence Public Authority U/s 2(4)(c).

Annexure – (V)

4. I further submit evidence in my support in form of Authorities
(a) CWP 19224 of 2006, Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court (b) CC no. 702 of 2011 CIC, Pb. 

Annexure Vi, Vii

APIO & PIO refused to dismantle Information on ground that it is a Private College. Hence you are requested to direct them to give information and declare the said college as a Public Authority with cost.” 

 

Ms. Monica Bansal, respondent-PIO submitted the following written statement: -
“I hereby state that the applicant Ms. Sukhdeep Kaur has asked for the information regarding GTB Khalsa Polytechnic Chappiawali, Malout which is a private institute. The applicant was called for hearing on 13.07.2011 and 12.08.2011 by the Ist Appellate Authority to explain his case. But the candidate did not come for hearing. As per orders of worthy State Information Commissioner the information the information which will be available in the office will be supplied to the applicant very soon.”
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I have gone through the submissions made by the complainant in support of his contention that Guru Teg Bahadur Khalsa Polytechnic, Malout is a Public Authority.  A copy of the Trust Deed registered on 22.04.1997 pertaining to the said Polytechnic has been tendered by him, relevant part of which reads as under:- 

“(c) Guru Teg Bahadar Educational Trust, Malout hereinafter called Trust, entered into an agreement with the proprietors of land at village Chhapian Wali for the purpose of establishing Polytechnic Institute on the land measuring about 22 acres. The land was donated / sold by the land owners of the village at a nominal price of Rs. 1,04,000/-.  The consideration money mentioned above was also given back by the aforesaid proprietors of the village land to the trust.”
 

The complainant also placed reliance on a copy of Resolution passed by the Gram Panchayat of the village in the meeting on 18.06.1996 whereby it was resolved to donate 28 acres of land to this Polytechnic. 
 

Respondent also states that she has to consult her superiors regarding the decision of supplying information to the complainant.    But she has agreed as per decision of the Commission to supply information which is available with them. 


Complainant is also advised to seek information from the College itself which is not available with the Directorate.


For further proceedings, to come up on 06.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh
Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner    
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla,

President,

Voice of Indian Community Empowerment,

Opp. Tehsil Office,

Lehra Gaga – 148031 

(Distt. Sangrur)





             … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

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

SCO No. 95-97, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh







    …Respondent
CC- 346/11
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing dated 09.06.2011, it was recorded as under: -

“Today, Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted as under: 

‘1.
The information is not in the public interest.  If so, let the complainant be made to prove; [Under Section 8(j)]

2.
It is third party information, as per the RTI Act and is denied. [Under Section 11(1)]’

The appellant is not present today.   He, however, rang up the office this morning expressing his inability to attend the hearing today and submitted that no information has been received by him so far.   He also sought an adjournment, preferably after 20.08.2011, due to personal reasons.

Sh. Rakesh Singla shall make written submissions before the next date fixed as to how the information sought by him pertaining to third party is in larger public interest.  Upon receipt of the same, necessary further proceedings will be conducted in the matter.”



Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.  Sh. Sawan Iqbal Singh, Nodal Officer of the respondent department who had come to appear in another case, informed the Commission that Sh. Yash Pal Manvi who was the designated PIO earlier has since retired and now Ms. Surjit Kaur, Asstt. Director is the designated PIO who is on leave on account of her daughter’s marriage.
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On re-examination of the case file, it is observed that the applicant made an application seeking information under the RTI Act, 2005 on 16.10.2010.  However, when no information was provided, he filed a complaint before the Commission (received in the office on 07.02.2011).



It is further found that instead of seeking redressal from the First Appellate Authority i.e. Director Public Instruction (SE), Punjab, Chandigarh, has come to the Commission direct vide present complaint, which is not in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.



In the circumstances, the matter is remanded to the First Appellate Authority i.e. Director Public Instruction (SE), Punjab, Chandigarh.  The Commission hereby directs the FAA to treat a copy of the Complaint (enclosed herewith) as the First Appeal and decide the matter in accordance with the provisions of the  RTI Act within the prescribed time limit, after giving due opportunity of hearing to all concerned.

 
The FAA is directed to peruse all the relevant documents during the hearing and examine whether the information provided by the PIO is complete, relevant and correct. 
 

Where the FAA is satisfied that the information provided by the PIO is as per the records, the First Appeal shall be disposed of.   In the event, there are any deficiencies in the information provided by the PIO, the FAA  shall direct the PIO to provide the complete information according to the application dated 30.05.2011 filed under the RTI Act, 2005.

 
If, however, the applicant-complainant does not feel satisfied with the decision of the F.A.A., Sh. Rakesh Singla will be at liberty to move a Second Appeal before the Commission, as per Section 19(3) of the RTI Act 2005.


The present case is hereby closed and disposed of in terms of the above observations. 


Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(94173-35068)

Sh. Tarlochan Singh Sethi,

Advocate,

Ward – 04/80, Railway Road,

Doraha-141421 (Pb)





      …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh 




…..Respondents

AC- 540/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant. 

For the Respondent: Sh. Ramesh Verma, PIO alongwith Sh. Sanjay Goswami. (94171-50492)



In the earlier hearing dated 09.08.2011, it was recorded: -

“A letter dated 01.08.2011 has been received from Sh. Tarlochan Singh Sethi, wherein it is stated: 

“2.
Because I am pre-occupied on 09.08.2011 for my professional work at Amritsar, so I won’t be able to attend the court on the fixed day. “



He has further sought an adjournment, which is granted.

No one has come present on behalf of the respondent nor has any communication been received.  

One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the appellant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.”



Respondent PIO has made the following written submissions today: -

“The information sought for by the complainant, has already been supplied to him in AC No. 774/10 which was disposed of by the Hon’ble Commission on 14.02.2011.

Further, the complainant was not present in the previous hearing and same is the position today.”
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Non-participation in the two hearings by the complainant and also the fact that no discrepancies have been spelled out, suggests that he has already received satisfactory information and is no longer interested in pursual of the case. 

  

Seeing the merits, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. N.K. Sayal  


Sayal Street,

Sirhind







 …..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Local Government Pb.,

SCO 131-132,

Sector-17C, Chandigarh 




 
  …..Respondent

CC- 1644/10
Order

Present:
Complainant: Sh. N.K. Sayal in person.



For the Respondent: Sh. Shinder Singh, APIO (98722-59579)



In the earlier hearing dated 09.08.2011, it was recorded as under:

“None has appeared on behalf of the respondent nor has any communication been received.

Respondent is once again directed to provide complete relevant information to the complainant, within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission. 

The PIO shall also appear in person in the next hearing and explain the matter.”



Complainant submits that as per the communication dated 03.08.2011 received by the respondent from the Investing Officer, certain queries had been raised which have also been replied to by the respondent office vide letter dated 05.10.2011.   Therefore, now the necessary steps may kindly be ordered to be taken by the respondent for conversion of the DDR into an FIR. 


While the respondent is directed to take the appropriate steps in the matter, a copy of this order be endorsed to the Station House Officer, Police Station Sector 17, Chandigarh who is directed to do the needful at the earliest. 


Respondent is also directed to provide a copy of the FIR, when registered, to the complainant under intimation to the Commission.



In view of what has been stated above, the complainant feels satisfied. 


Accordingly, the instant case is hereby closed and disposed of, based on its merits. 
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94636-6615))

Sh. Balbir Aggarwal,

No. 10904, Basant Road,

Near Gurudwara Bhagwati

Industrial Area-B,

Ludhiana-141003






  … Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal Secretary Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Sector 9, 

Chandigarh







    …Respondent

CC- 1722/11  

Order

Present:
None for the Complainant. 



For the Respondent: Ms. Swaran Kaur, Sr. Asstt. (94648-94377)



In the earlier hearing dated 09.08.2011, it was recorded: -

“Sh. Balbir Aggarwal stated that no information has been received by him so far. 

Respondent PIO prays and seeks three weeks’ time to provide the relevant complete information to the complainant, to which Sh. Aggarwal has agreed.  Therefore, request of the respondent is granted.

Respondent is directed to ensure that complete and relevant information is provided to the complainant within the fixed time-frame as noted above.”



Today, Ms. Swaran Kaur, appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted a letter dated 12.10.2011 addressed to the Commission, relevant part of which reads as under: 

“1. A copy of Enquiry report by the Enquiry committee headed by Dr. R.K. Gupta is enclosed. AS per finding of the Enquiry a sum of Rs. 5,89,792/- as grant-in-aid for the salary a sum of 1, Sh, Surjit Singh, F,W,2, Smt. Jiwan Grewal, A.N.M, 3. Smt. Amarjit Kaur, Chumber, A.N.M, 4. Sh, Narinder Singh Driver has been released to B.L. Memorial Hospital for the year 2008-09 and often 2008-09 grant-in-aid to the said Hospital has been stopped.
2. The Enquiry committee has not found any forgery by the P.P. Unit and also not recommended for registration of criminal case. Hence no criminal case has been registered and also there is no
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proposal under consideration of the Government for registration of criminal case against the staff of P.P. Unit. 

3. At the Govt. level no such information is available, Information in the regard be sought from the concerned Hospital, Gov. released a sum of Rs. 14,48,184/- (Copy Encl.) for the year 2006-07, Rs. 15,38,558/- (Copy Encl.) for the year 2007-08 and Rs. 5,89,792 for the year 2008-09 as Grant-in-aid to B.L. Memorial Hospital Ludhiana. After 2008-09 it has been decided by the Govt. not to provide further Grant-in-aid. (Copy of Orders dt. 16.09.2011 is enclosed)”


Sh. Balbir Aggarwal is not present today.  However, when contacted over the telephone, he informed that no information had so far been received by him.  


In view of the submission of the respondent that the information has been mailed to the complainant by registered post on 12.10.2011, there is a possibility of a little delay and may be it is delivered to him within a day or so.  Accordingly, Sh. Aggarwal shall inform the Commission if the information, when received, is to his satisfaction.



For further proceedings, to come up on 06.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(98781-38340)

Sh. Jiwan Garg

House No. B-1/473-A,

Opp. Old Bombay Palace,

Jakhal Road,

Sunam (Distt. Sangrur) 





        …Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh 




…..Respondents

AC- 588/11
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Jiwan Garg in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Ramesh Verma, Supdt.



In the earlier hearing dated 10.08.2011, it was recorded: -
“Today, Sh. Sanjay Goswami, while appearing on behalf of the respondent made the following written submission: 

‘On 15.04.2011, the applicant visited the office (LG-3) Branch and he had been shown the diary register.  From the diary register, it was found that none of the three complaints stated to have been sent by Sh. Jiwan Garg had been received in the office.  This is the reason why no action was taken by our office.’

In this situation, with the intervention of the Commission, copies of the relevant complaints have been handed over to the respondent who is directed to provide the necessary information to the appellant expeditiously under intimation to the Commission. 

A copy of the submissions made today by Sh. Jiwan Garg may be annexed with a copy of the order to be sent to the respondent.”



Today, Sh. Jiwan Garg, the appellant, made the following written submissions, after having discussions at some length with the respondent present: -
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1. “In regards to para no. 1

Kindly provide the details of all the complaints from 01.01.2007 to 15.09.2010 against Sh. A.K. Parbhakaran, Director and EO of Municipal Committee Sunam. 

2. Kindly provide the inspection of all the complaints sent by the appellant as detailed below after verifying the diary receipt register & diary forwarding register/records of Hon’ble Principal Secretary, Civil Secretariat, Punjab the details of which for the of Ld. PIO is   mentioned below:-

	S. No. 
	Date of Complaint 
	Date of Receipt at O/o Principal Secretary Civil Sectt. Pb.
	 Speed Post 
	Copy & Postal Deptt.

	1.
	09.02.2010
	16.02.2010
	EE7822650681M Dt. 09.02.2010
	Already Provided

	2.
	23.03.2010
	31.03.2010
	EE 7822698951M
	Already Provided

	3.
	09.04.2010 Fax 
	09.04.2010
	Fax Confirmed record by Sh. Balkar Singh that it is marked to CVO
	Already Provided




Therefore kindly provide the desired inspection of all the above complaints as desired in para 2 of application after tracing the trail of receipt of this letters from the diary-receipt-register of Hon’ble Principal Secretary. Because Mr. Sanjay Goswal is just try to hush up the matter by saying that no complaints received by him in LG-III Branch, Instead of first of tracing out the same for the diary register of Hon’ble Principal Secretary. 

3. In Regards to Para no. 3.

The ld. PIO is taking the plea that it relates to the O/o Hon’ble Director. Therefore ld. PIO is hereby requested; kindly transfer the same to concerned PIO U/s 6(3) of RTI Act. However they had violated the provisions of RTI Act by not transferring the same within the time allowed under RTI Act 2005.

4. In regards to Para no. 4,5,7,

As mentioned in Para 2; Kindly refer that to provide the desired Information sought under para 4,5,7
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5. In regards to Para no. 6;

As mentioned in para no 3; kindly refer that to provide the desired information sought under para no. 6

6. In regards to Para no. 8 to 14

Kindly provide the desired information as sought in para the 8 to 14 of application after tracing out the trial of complaint of mentioned in para no. 2 of this letter.

All the points of application had now been discussed with ld. PIO Sh. Ramesh Verma and he had assured that first of he will try to trace-out the complaint letter dated 09.02.2010, 23.03.2010 and dated 09.04.2010 then he will send the due intimation to call the appellant for desired inspection and will provide the necessary information according to the para no. 1 to 13 of application dated 29.09.2010.

Therefore Hon’ble Commission is hereby prayed, kindly direct the ld. PIO to do the needful within 7 days and provide the desired information under due intimation to you – Hon’ble. Kindly adjourn the case to some further suitable date as desired by the PIO to provide all these information to the appellant satisfactory.”


Respondent shall endeavour to do the needful at the earliest and inform the Commission and the appellant accordingly. 



In view of the foregoing, the matter is now posted to 06.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber, for further proceedings.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(92566-01530)

Sh. Arun Kathuria

s/o Sh. Parma Nand,

H. No. 1256, Street No. 6,

7th Crossing,

Abohar (Distt. Ferozepur)





   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Public Instruction (SE)

Punjab, Chandigarh





               …Respondent
CC- 1089/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Arun Kathuria in person. 



For the Respondent: Sh. Sawan Iqbal, Nodal officer-cum-PIO



In the earlier hearing dated 20.09.2011, it was recorded: -

“Respondent present states that there has been some confusion in the communication from the Commission regarding the respondent.  The original application dated 14.02.2011 is addressed to the DPI (SE) but in the order dated 07.05.2011, the respondent was stated to be DPI (EE).  Respondent further submitted that this application was never received in their office.   He presented another letter dated 07.12.2010 which is addressed by the applicant to the DPI (EE) and information sought vide this application already stands provided.   It seems that the information sought in the present case is to be provided by the DPI (SE).

Accordingly, PIO, office of DPI (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh is impleaded as respondent and is directed to provide complete relevant information to the complainant within 15 days, under intimation to the Commission.    The PIO is also directed to appear personally in the next hearing.”
 

Today, the complainant submitted as under: -
 “Ref. to memo no. 24/103-11 dt. 18.10.2011 Public Information Officer DPI(SE) Chandigarh. In this connection I want to sate that at present time some Masters/Mistress are working/serving in Education Deptt. (SE), Chandigarh for their allotment of comfort posting particular in Ferozepur & Muktsar Distt. All above Masters/Mistress have obtained different University Kota and applicant has valid proof of all that who are serving in different station of Pb. since 1996 to above.”
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The Nodal Officer, DPI (SE) Punjab, appearing on behalf of the respondent made the following written submissions: -

 “Hearing regarding the aforesaid case was attended by the undersigned today, 19th October, 2011 at Hon’ble State Information Commission, Pb. Reply as per the Commission order dated 20.09.2011 was provided to the applicant (Sh. Arun Khathuria) with a copy endorsed to the Hon’ble Commission. 

The applicant has been informed that no record pertaining to the recruitments w.e.f the year 1996 onwards has been maintained according to the Universities from where the selected candidates have obtained the minimum basic qualifications for various posts. Only the qualifications possessed by individual candidates from recognized universities are recorded during counseling. 

The applicant seemed to be unsatisfied with the reply as he expected information regarding the candidates obtaining their B.Ed degrees particularly from Kota Open University, Kota since the year 1996 onwards. The information as per the applicants demand is not available in the Recruitment cell and hence cannot be provided.”


The respondent has clarified that the relevant information is not available in their office.  Commission is satisfied with the submissions of the respondent.  However, the complainant is not satisfied with the contention of the respondent.


Accordingly, he is directed to take up the matter with the higher competent authority.



With the observations as above, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ramesh Chander Arora,

Inspector Food & Supplies (Retd.)

Street No. 9, Arya Nagar,

Fazilka (Distt. Ferozepur)





   …Complainant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Food Supplies & Consumer Affairs,

Punjab, Chandigarh.

2.
Public Information Officer,


O/o The Distt. Food & Supplies Controller,


Muktsar.






    …Respondent
CC- 1692/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Ms. Balbir Kaur, Sr. Asstt. (98887-64603)



In the earlier hearing dated 09.08.2011, it was recorded: 

“Sh. Ramesh Chander Arora submits that no information has been provided to him so far. 

Sh. Charanjit Singh, APIO, appearing on behalf of the respondent that this information has already been provided to the complainant in an earlier case, being CC No. 2388/10 which was disposed of on 10.02.2011 by ld. SIC Sh. P.K. Verma.

The complainant states that the information sought in the present case is different from the earlier one. 

Respondent is directed to go through the records and inform the Commission if the information sought in this case is identical to the one provided in CC No. 2388/10 and inform the Commission the factual position.  In such an eventuality, this case shall be disposed of accordingly.  However, if the present information sought is different from the earlier one, respondent is directed to provide the information to the complainant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.”



Today, Ms. Balbir Kaur, present on behalf of the respondent, was not able to clarify the matter and was unable to say anything regarding the directions given in the earlier order.   She, however, submitted that the subject matter of the information sought pertained to the office of Distt. Food & Supplies Controller, Muktsar.  She further submitted that the objections taken by the complainant on 17.10.2011 had been communicated to the DFSO
, Muktsar for doing the needful.  However, no response had so far been received.









Contd…….2/-

-:2:-



In view of the fact that the necessary steps are required to be taken at the end of DFSC, Muktsar, it is imperative to implead the PIO, office of DFSC, Muktsar also as a respondent in this case, who is directed to carry out the necessary exercise to remove the objections submitted by the complainant.   PIO, office of DFSC, Muktsar is also directed to appear personally on the next date fixed to explain the matter.


For further proceedings, to come up on 06.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bhagat Singh

s/o Sh. Nagina Singh,

VPO Ajram,

Tehsil & Distt. Hoshiarpur




 
  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Land Records,

Kapurthala Road,

Jalandhar







    …Respondent
CC- 1728/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Kesar Singh (94633-16581)



In the earlier hearing dated 09.08.2011, it was recorded as under: -

“Respondent submitted that upon receipt of the notice from the Commission, a copy of the original application for information had been received and on the basis thereof, they have taken out the relevant information.   He had brought the same to the court which has been handed over to the complainant in the presence of the court. 



Complainant seeks time to study the same which is granted.

It was also mutually agreed between the parties that the complainant shall visit the office of respondent to inspect the records and the respondent has assured of all cooperation to him during his visit to their office.”



Sh. Kesar Singh, appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted that the complainant visited their office and upon inspection, copies of the documents requisitioned by him were duly provided and thus, complete information as per the original application stands provided. 


Complainant is neither present today nor have any discrepancies been pointed out.  Therefore, it appears he is satisfied.



Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of.   
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(90414-36145)

Sh. Puran Singh Choudhary,

RTI Activists Federation, Punjab,

VPO Baretta, Tehsil Budhlada,

Distt. Mansa – 151501.





      …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Budhlada,

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mansa.






…..Respondents
AC- 737/11
Order

Present:
For the complainant: Sh. S.M. Bhanot (98888-10811)
For the respondent: Sh. Harkirat Singh, Naib Tehsildar (98768-38136)



Sh. Puran Singh Choudhary, vide his application dated 21.09.2010, had sought the following information from the PIO, office of Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Budhlada:

“Please provide me attested copies of all the application forms, along with respective affidavits, certificates pertaining to 19 certificates issued to the residents belonging to ‘Kori’ caste in terms of Tehsildar, Budhlada’s letter no. 319 dated 19.11.2009.  Name the two Municipal Council members who had witnessed each of the firm.  Date of issuance of the certificates may also be disclosed.”



It is further the case of Sh. Puran Singh Choudhary that Tehsildar-cum-APIO, Budhlada, vide his letter dated 29.11.2010, that the said record had been lost and FIR No. 24 dated 11.02.2010 had already been registered with the PS City, Budhlada; and therefore, the information could not be provided.  Not satisfied, Sh. Choudhary submits that he filed the first appeal before the First Appellate Authority who, in the instant case, happens to be the Deputy Commissioner, Mansa, on 14.02.2011.  However, from the documents brought on record, it is revealed that in fact, the said first appeal had been preferred before the Commissioner, Faridkot Division, Faridkot which is not in consonance with the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.



The present second appeal has been filed before the Commission on 01.08.2011 as no information had been provided.  
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Today, Sh. Harkirat Singh, Naib Tehilsdar, appearing on behalf of the respondent, made the following written submissions:

“The information sought by Sh. Gurjant Singh was provided vide this office letter no. 290 dated 20.10.2009.  A copy of the same is annexed herewith.   Thereafter, the applicant, vide application dated 26.10.2009 had sought attested copies of SC certificates of Bareta, from May 2009 to August, 2009.  The same was also to him direct vide this office letter no. 319 dated 19.11.2009.   A copy of the same was also endorsed to the SDM; and Hon’ble Punjab State Information Commission.  An attested copy of this letter is also attached.  Thereafter, this Hon’ble Commission had directed the then Tehsildar to appear personally in the hearing dated 12.04.2010 who had tendered his explanation to the Commission. 
It is thus submitted that this office had been providing the relevant information to the applicant from time to time, in time.  Hence his appeal may kindly be rejected / dismissed.”
 

Respondent further submitted that in response to the application for information dated 21.09.2010 submitted by Sh. Puran Singh Choudhary, it was duly communicated to him vide this office letter no. 5/46/Cert. Clerk dated 29.11.2010 that the relevant information is not available in this office because the relevant record had been lost and an FIR being No. 24 dated 11.02.2010 had already been lodged with the Police Station City, Budhlada.  He asserted that due to non-availability of the information, the office regrets to submit that the same cannot be provided.  

 

However, Sh. S.M. Bhanot, while appearing on behalf of appellant Sh. Puran Singh Choudhary, tendered the following written submissions: -

“It is submitted that as directed by this Hon’ble Commission, the matter was discussed with the respondent who is present on today’s hearing. 

From the available record, the following is evident on record:

1.
Ms. Charanjit Kaur, clerk of the office of Tehsil Office, Budhlada had reported on 13.11.2009 that the record concerning Kori caste was missing since 09.11.2009.  An FIR No. 24 dated 11.02.2010 was registered on her complaint.

2.
In the meantime, Tehsildar, Budhlada had informed one Mr. Gurjant Singh of Bareta that 19 certificates issued to Kori caste during 2009 and the copies of the same can be obtained after depositing fee as per Manual, vide his letter no. 319 dated 19.11.2009 i.e. after 10 days from the date from which the
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record was reported missing.   There is no mention of FIR in this letter of Tehsildar, Budhlada.
3.
In a complaint before the Commission 3618/2009 on 12.04.2010, the respondent offered to give information regarding “KORI” caste.  There is no mention of the FIR dated 13.09.2009 / 11.02.2010 in this order too. 

These evidence are apparent on record.  Thus the respondents are denying information which is very much on record and is available with the respondent. 

Respondent may please be directed to furnish the information to the appellant and the proceedings may please be initiated against the respondent vide section 19(8)(b) for compensating the appellant and 20(1) & 20(2) for penalizing the respondents and initiating departmental action against the respondents. 

Submitted during the hearing.”



During the course of arguments, Sh. Bhanot submitted that this information has already been provided to another applicant and he has in his possession a document to prove the fact.   He contended that the respondent is shifting his stand from time to time.


Sh. Bhanot has been advised that for any variation in the pleas of the respondent, he should take up the matter with the higher competent authority. 



The Commission is convinced with the explanation and assertions made by the respondent.    Since the relevant record is already reported lost and FIR registered with the police authorities concerned, respondent cannot be expected to provide this information.


In terms of the above observations, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94170-81104)

Dr. Sham Lal Thukral,

Retd. S.M.O.

A5/ii, Haji Ratan Chowk,

Civil Lines,

Bathinda-151001.


  



        …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Addl. Deputy Commissioner (D)

Zila Parishad Complex, Bathinda-151001

2.
Public Information Officer, 


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Deputy Commissioner, Mini Secretariat,


Bathinda-151001.





  …Respondents

AC- 741/11
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


Vide form ‘A’ dated 15.12.2010, Dr. Sham Lal Thukral sought the following information from the office of Addl. Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda: 

“1.
How many criminal cases filed by Sh. Sadhu Ram Kusla?  Please issue me details;

2.
Whether criminal complaints filed by Sh. Sadhu Ram Kusla are State cases or private / personal in nature?

3.
Whether official report was sent to Govt. of Punjab – Principal Secretary, Punjab (Home Dept. / Rural Development & Panchayat) to file these cases / defend these cases through prosecution department in the Hon’ble Courts?

4.
Whether Govt. of Punjab / State Red Cross Society ever authorised DC / ADC / APO DRDA to utilize these funds for PNDT Cell?

5.
Whether ADC (D) & APO DRDA are authorised to engage advocate privately at their own?

6.
Whether quotations were taken from advocates regarding above cases filed / defended by Sh. Sadhu Ram Kusla?

7.
Give year-wise details of PNDT Cell expenditures w.e.f. 2003.  Amount paid to private advocates / clerk-age / typing charges in all criminal cases by Sh. Sadhu Ram Kusla.
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8.
Copies of resolution passed by Executive Committee / General Body / Red Cross for permitting expenditure in cases filed privately by Sh. Sadhu Ram Kusla.

9.
Total expenditure of PNDT Cell / copy of Cash Book w.e.f. 2003.  Source of these all expenditure may please be disclosed. 

10.
Please give details of those cases filed by State / District Appellate Authority-cum-Civil Surgeon in which private advocates were engaged by PNDT cell.  How much money paid for advocate / clerkage / typing?  Whether Civil Surgeon-cum-D.A.A. requested to engage advocate privately?  Copy of requests, if any.  Whether Advocate General / Distt. Attorney were ever refused to file / defend State in cases in Hon’ble Courts?  What was justification to engage private advocate; any guidelines / orders from Govt.?  Whether DC / ADC / APO DRDA can engage these private advocates when govt. prosecutors are available?  Copy of guidelines. 

11.
Total expenditure / service of Film – ‘Kanjkan Da Katal’ so far.

Please issue attested copies of all the documents.”



It is further the case of Dr. Thukral that respondent, vide letter dated 12.01.2011, transferred his application in terms of Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005 to the Civil Surgeon, Bathinda as information at serial no. 10  pertained to his office.   For information on points no. 7, 8, 9 and 11, a copy of the application was also sent to the Secretary Red Cross, Bathinda on 12.01.2011.



It has further been stated that ADC (D) Bathinda, vide another communication dated 12.01.2011, demanded a sum of Rs. 362/- including postage for registered mail, towards documents (155 in No.) to be provided  for the information sought which, he submits, were deposited on 21.01.2011. 



Dr. Thukral has further stated that vide letter dated 28.02.2011, the PIO, office of ADC (D) Bathinda informed him as under: -



“Ref. this office letter dated 12.01.2011.



The information sought is provided as under: -



Point No. 1:
Information containing 152 pages is annexed;



Point No. 2:
Information spread over 3 pages is appended;



Points No. 3-6:
Not covered under the RTI Act, 2005;










Contd…….3/-

-:3:-

Points No. 7, 8, 9 & 11:
Since transferred to District Red Cross Society, Bathinda;

Point No. 10:
Transferred to Civil Surgeon, Bathinda.

Appeal can be preferred before the Deputy Commissioner-cum- Appellate Authority, Bathinda within a period of 30 days.”



Not being satisfied, the first appeal was filed with the First Appellate Authority on 22.03.2011 by Dr. Thukral, which was dismissed vide order dated 18.04.2011.



The instant second appeal before the Commission has been filed on 03.08.2011.



Yesterday, Sh. Gurdeep Singh (98727-01623) had appeared on behalf of Dr. S.L. Thukral in CC 2334/11 while Sh. Darshan Singh, Sr. Asstt. (98726-67927) had come present on behalf of the respondent who happens to be the same in today’s case as well and both of them prayed for an adjournment in today’s case.  As a special case, their requested has been acceded to. 


Sh. Darshan Singh had submitted that the first seven pages of the complaint made in this case had not been received with the notice of hearing.   A copy of the same was provided to him.



For further proceedings, to come up on 06.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.



Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh
Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(94170-81104)

Dr. Sham Lal Thukral,

Retd. S.M.O.

A5/ii, Haji Ratan Chowk,

Civil Lines,

Bathinda-151001.


  



        …Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Addl. Deputy Commissioner (D)

Zila Parishad Complex, Bathinda-151001

2.
Public Information Officer, 


First Appellate Authority,


O/o Deputy Commissioner, Mini Secretariat,


Bathinda-151001.





  …Respondents

AC- 742/11
Order

Present:
None for the parties.



Vide form ‘A’ dated 15.12.2010, Dr. Sham Lal Thukral sought the following information from the office of Addl. Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda: 

“1.
Matric Certificate & Marks Sheets, all further qualifications of Dr. Sadhu Ram Kusla and appointment / promotion as clerk / stenographer / Supdt and APO.

2.
Guidelines / Charter / Service Rules / eligibility criteria for all above posts and duties; 

3.
Copies of merit list, if any, when he was selected through Selection Committee.  Merit list of all candidates who appeared for the said interview.

4.
Citizen Charter of RTI Act, 2005 of DRDA;

5.
Whether post of Sh. Sadhu Ram Kusla is transferable or not?

6.
Whether pension-able or not?

7.
Copies of complaints / court cases against him; their enquiry reports / decisions etc. 

8.
Whether permission for his non-DRDA duties like PNDT cases has been taken from Principal Secretary / Director Panchayat & Rural Development or not?
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9.
Whether entitled for vehicle?  How much expenditure every year as APO?  What is the limit for expenditure for POL / tours for APO, DRDA?

10.
Who permitted Sh. Sadhu Ram Kusla to utilize vehicle for his personal and private criminal cases against doctors under the PNDT Act?

11.
Copy of C.L. taken for his non-DRDA duties?

12.
Copy of log book of Govt. and Red Cross vehicle w.e.f. 2003; Vehicle POL bills, year-wise; Service of POL expenditure.” 



It has further been stated that ADC (D) Bathinda, vide communication dated 12.01.2011, demanded a sum of Rs. 186/- including postage for registered mail, towards documents (67 in No.) to be provided  for the information sought which, he submits, were deposited on 21.01.2011. 



Dr. Thukral has further stated that vide letter dated 03.03.2011, the PIO, office of ADC (D) Bathinda informed him as under: -



“The information sought is provided as under: -



1.
Information containing 8 pages enclosed;

2.
Information containing 10 pages enclosed;

3.
Information sought is very old and not available in this office;

4.
Information containing 7 pages enclosed;

5.
Information not available;

5-6.
Not covered under the RTI Act, 2005;

7.
Information containing 35 pages enclosed;

8-9-10:
Not covered under the RTI Act, 2005;

11.
Information containing 7 pages enclosed;

12.
Information sought is not clear / specific.

Appeal can be preferred before the Deputy Commissioner-cum- Appellate Authority, Bathinda within a period of 30 days.”



Not being satisfied, the first appeal was filed with the First Appellate Authority on 22.03.2011 by Dr. Thukral, which was dismissed vide order dated 18.04.2011.
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The instant second appeal before the Commission has been filed on 03.08.2011.



Yesterday, Sh. Gurdeep Singh (98727-01623) had appeared on behalf of Dr. S.L. Thukral in CC 2334/11 while Sh. Darshan Singh, Sr. Asstt. (98726-67927) had come present on behalf of the respondent who happens to be the same in today’s case as well and both of them prayed for an adjournment in today’s case.  As a special case, their requested has been acceded to. 



Sh. Darshan Singh had presented written submissions dated 17.10.2011 from the Additional Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda (D).   The same read as under: -



“Preliminary Objections:
1.
Appellant Sr. Sham Lal Thukral was posted as Senior Medical Officer, Talwandi Sabo in the year 2006.  He was caught red-handed while destroying female foetus in the nursing home being run by his wife.  FIR No. 425 dated 05.08.2006 was registered against him.  An officer of this office who is Project Officer of PNDT Cell, is an eye-witness to this incident.  The challan of the FIR is being defended by the Project Officer, PNDT Cell.   On account of the pleadings, the District & Sessions Judge, Bathinda has declined the application of the appellant for reinvestigation into the matter.   Similarly, a petition filed before the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court seeking quashing of the FIR No. 425 dated 05.08.2006 has also been dismissed.   The appellant has put up 14 applications under the RTI Act, 2005 with a view to take revenge with the office of respondent no. 1 wherein no public interest is involved.  In many applications, personal record of the opposite counsel has also been called for.  A copy of the FIR is annexed as Annexure-1.
2.
There are 47 sanctioned posts in the office of respondent no. 1 by the Govt. of India, Ministry of Rural Development, New Delhi; however, only 13 posts have been filled.  Thus even despite shortage of staff and the fact that the record keeper of this office is a heart patient, every possible effort has been made to provide to the appellant the information sought under 14 applications. 
3.
There are cases registered against the appellant Dr. Sham Lal Thukral for removal of kidney of a patient details whereof are contained in a letter of Inspector General of Police, Bathinda addressed to the Respondent No. 2.   A copy of the letter is annexed as Annexure-2. 

4.
Hon’ble Judicial Magistrate First Class, Bathinda, vide
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orders dated 04.09.2010 has directed registration of a case against the appellant Dr. Sham Lal Thukral for making false complaints / submitting false affidavits; and FIR No. 94 dated 14.09.2010 was registered under sections 465/471 IPC in the P.S. Civil Lines.  A copy of the FIR is appended as Annexure  P-3.
5.
The appellant had filed first appeal before the Deputy Commissioner-cum-First Appellate Authority, Bathinda.  Upon hearing the arguments of both the parties and upon perusal of the records, the FAA found that all the relevant information available has already been provided and the appellant has not been successful in establishing how the information provided was incomplete or whether this information is covered under the Act or not.   Thus being devoid of merits, this appeal was dismissed on 29.04.2011.

6.
Appellant has sought information concerning Sh. Sadhu Ram Kusla, Asstt. Project Officer, who is an eye-witness in a case of destroying female foetus registered against the appellant.
On Merits: -

1.
The information sought under application dated 15.12.2010 which is Annexure 4 and in Para No. 5, 6, 8, 9 and 10, clarification in the form of questionnaire has been sought which is not provided for under the RTI Act. 

2.
Information in accordance with the fee deposited by the appellant has already been provided.  Despite the fact that the information sought was quite old and the office is facing acute shortage of staff, the same has been provided to him at the earliest possible.    As per directions of the Govt. of India, a 12-day fair was organised wherein 18 States had participated and all the arrangements for the participants were to be made by this office.  Despite all this, the information has been supplied at the earliest.
3.
The information sought by the appellant under Para 3 pertains to the year 1974.   It is very old and not available in this office and the appellant was duly informed of it. 
Thus information sought has been provided to the appellant from time to time in the shortest possible time.   Therefore, the present appeal deserves dismissal.”



For further proceedings, to come up on 06.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(98149-23580)

Sh. Kharaiti Lal Arora,

Advocate,

Usha Kunj 292/2

Near Central Coop. Bank,

G.T. Road, Moga.






   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Moga







       
    …Respondent
CC- 1587/11
Order

Present:
None for the Complainant.


For the respondent: Sh. Jatinder Singh, clerk.



In the hearing dated 28.06.2011, it was recorded: 

“Today, neither the complainant nor the respondent is present nor has any communication been received from either of the two.

One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the complainant, under intimation to the Commission, within a fortnight.”



Although the case was fixed for hearing on 23.08.2011, due to administrative reasons, it had to be adjourned to date i.e. 19.10.2011.



Today, Sh. Jatinder Singh, appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted that complete satisfactory information has been provided to the complainant on 03.10.2011.  He also tendered a photocopy of the acknowledgement obtained from the applicant-complainant.



Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 

 
Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(93579-18900)

Sh. Vijay Mahajan,

Quarter No. 2,

Mirpur Colony,

Pathankot-145001





  
  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal,

W.K.S.D. Girls School,

Near Ashapurni Mandir,

Pathankot







    …Respondent
CC- 968/11
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing dated 07.07.2011, neither the complainant nor the respondent was present and it was recorded: -

“Today neither the complainant nor the respondent is present nor has any communication been received from either of the two.

When contacted over the telephone, Sh. Mahajan stated that he could not visit the respondent on 24.05.2011 as directed by the Commission.  With the intervention of the Commission, the parties have mutually agreed that the complainant shall visit the office of respondent on Monday, the 13th July, 2011 at 11.00 AM for inspecting the records and take photocopies of the documents required by him.

Both the parties are given this last opportunity to comply with the directions and the complainant, thereafter, shall communicate to the respondent and the Commission any specific discrepancies in the information, if any, and the respondent is directed to remove the same at an early date.”



Although the case was fixed for hearing on 23.08.2011, due to administrative reasons, it had to be adjourned to date i.e. 19.10.2011.



Today again, neither the complainant nor the respondent is present and no communication has been received from either of the two.  It appears both the parties are no longer interested in pursual of the matter.



Accordingly, the case is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of.
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





     Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 19.10.2011



State Information Commissioner
