STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bachittar Singh Meet,

Kothi No. 3, Opp. Ludhiana

Medicity Threeke, Distt. Ludhiana.



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/
Sr. Medical Officer, Civil Hospital, Ludhiana.

.....Respondent.

AC No-134-of 2007: 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Dr. Kuldeep Kaur, APIO-cum-SMO, Civil Hospital, Ludhiana.


Order:

The explanation of the PIO had been called for and which has been supplied in the Court today. The APIO-cum-SMO also states that full information had been sent to the complainant vide letter dated 13.9.07 comprising 59 pages with covering letter indicating details. She states that information has been sent at his residence, but Sh. Singla, Pharmacist who had gone to deliver the paper stated that his wife and son who were at home, both refused to receive the information. A copy of the said information has been rendered for the record of the Commission. She stated that both the material sent by her predecessor on 19.1.07 had been sent and the material sent by her thereafter on 17.9.07 vide registered post.  The originals of both the receipts of registry have been seen and photocopy retained for record of the Commission.

2.

In so far as the explanation of the SMO is concerned, after giving her oral hearing as well as considering her written reply and taking a lenient view of the whole matter, the PIO is hereby let of with a strict warning to be careful in future.
3.

However, it has been seen that the notice for the hearing for today sent by the Commission for the complainant has been returned undelivered because the word “Threeke” was missing from the address. Therefore one more opportunity is given to him to make oral or written submission, if any, being last 
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opportunity, before the disposal of the case. 
Adjourned to 5.12.2007.   
-Sd-


  





    
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


24.10. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Sonam, D/O Sh. Ravinder Kumar,

C/O M/s Sugru Mal Sant Ram,

Sadar Bazar, Muktsar.





......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/O/O Director, Public Instructions (SE), Pb,


SCO-97-97, Sector 17-D, Chandigarh.


Sector 17-D, Chandigarh.




.....Respondent.

AC No-226-of 2007: 

Present:
Ms. Sonam, complainant in person.



Sh. Prem Nath, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O DPI(S) and



Sh. Gursewak Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/O DPI(S), for the PIO.


Order:


Smt. Sonam had received the information in connection with her application dated 26.4.07, 24.10.07.  On 5th Sept., 2007, since she has received this information in the Court itself, she requested time to study the documents. The case was adjourned with directions for further action including for written reply of show cause notice to be rendered by the PIO. 

2.

Smt. Sonam has given further letter dated 9.10.07 today in which she has stated, 

“The answer of the question regarding selection criteria of math Mistress, no. of candidates joined, names, percentage, percentage and rank were concealed by the Department while answering the information”

2. 
The original application dated 26.4.07 has been checked. She has not asked for any of these details in that application, except for criteria for maths Teachers. Regarding maths Teachers she has stated that the criteria which has been disclosed vide letter dated 24.7.07, does not appear to be correct and the PIO may be requested to recheck and reiterate the selection criteria and the weight age given to different aspects in preparing the result. She stated that it did
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not appear to be correct.  The PIO may do so and supply the  break-up for the full 100% and weightage given to different criteria therein  under due receipt from the applicant with copy of the information supplied for record of the Commission. In case she has received the information to her satisfaction as per original application, she need not appear on the next date of hearing and the proof of registry/receipt given by her will be considered adequate for disposal of this case.



Adjourned to 31.10.2008.

Sd/-


  





 
   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


24.10. 2007.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. R.K.Arora, Advocate,

# 226, Sector 40-A,Chandigarh.




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.
Director Public Instruction,Pb.

SCO 
Director, Public Instructions (SE), Pb,


SCO-97-97, Sector 17-D, Chandigarh.


.....Respondent.

CC No-181-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. R.K.Arora, Advocate, for the complainant.



Smt. Tarinder Kaur, APIO-cum-Supdt, O/O DPI(S), Punjab and



Sh. Maninder Singh, Sr, Asstt. O/O DPI(S), for the PIO.


Order:

Sh. R.K.arora, Advocate on behalf of the complainant Sh. Surinder Singh, Science Master fiuled a complaint on 4.1.07, received in the Commission on 24.1.07. that his applications under RTI Act made to the address of the PIO, O/O Secretary to Govt.,Punjab, Department of Education and a copy addressed to the Information Officer, O/O DPI(S) Punjab both  dated 22/20.11.06 with due fee for both had not been attended to.  After giving full background of the case In the application in 3 pages, he had asked for information on why he had not been promoted alongwith his peers and his juniors who had been promoted before him etc, although his case had been duly forwarded for the same by the concerned Principal through proper channel to the DPI(S) on three occasions. He has also asked for the information on the action taken on his various representations made to the Principal, and the legal notice. 

2.

Smt. Tarinder Kaur states today that she has since been appointed APIO and is attending the hearing in that capacity. She has stated that information had been sent to Sh. R.K.Arora on 16.7.07 and was received by Ms. Preeti Arora on that date. She has shown me the original register as well as the receipt of Ms. Preeti Arora on the register. A photocopy has been rendered for the record of the Court along with copy of the reply sent at that time on each of
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the 3 points which have been listed  by the applicant.

3.

Today Shri Nagra, Advocate on behalf of Sh. R.K.Arora, Advocate has given another letter dated nil pointing out that the information supplied is incomplete and incorrect. In the first objection he states that the case of promotion of Sh. Surinder Singh had been sent by the Competent Authority of the School vide No. 480 dated 14.11.86, No. 374 dated 18.11.97, No. 1453 dated 19.9.2000. Since it is admitted fact that the Principal had duly dispatched the cases on three occasions and within in time, it is, therefore, not a satisfactory reply to state that it has not been received by the DPI. He states that in case there is any intervening authority to whom these letter had gone, it should have been checked up by the DPI as to why these letters have not reached him. Therefore, it was incumbent on the DPI to check up from the C.E.O, D.E.O etc. who are subordinate to him to find out when it was received in those offices and whether forwarded to him and thereafter to check his own receipt register before giving the answer that these letters were never received.  In objection No. 2, he states that despite the mandatory directions of the High court that the reply must be given to a legal notice within 4 months, it was not done. Even despite the receipt of reminder/fresh notice with regard to the same cause of action, no reply of merits has been given to the petitioner either by the DPI or by any other authority. Mere writing of a letter to the DEO(S) Nawanshehar to take appropriate action on the legal notice was not proper because competent authority was to decide the claim of promotion of Sh. Surinder Singh, science Master is DPI(S), Punjab, Chandigarh and not the DEO(S), Nawanshehar.

4.

After going through the objections and considering them, I am of the view that they do not lie within the realm of the Right to Information Act but concern redressal of grievances for which a complaint is to be made to the Competent Authority in the Executive for removal thereof, since it does not lie with the scope and jurisdiction of the Commission. Armed with information which he has now received through the Commission, the applicant is advised to 
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Thus, the case is disposed of.
           









        Sd/-

  





   
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


24.10. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Mohinder Kumar. S/O Sh. Balram(Advocate),

VPO danger Khera, The. Fazilka,Distt. Farozepur.

......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, Block Education Officer,

Abohar-2, Distt. Ferozeopur.




.....Respondent.

CC No-365-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Satish Kumar, on behalf  of the complainant.



Sh. Hardeep Singh, Incharge, B.R.O, authorized representative 


of the PIO.


Order:

On the last date of hearing the original attendance register of the years 2006-2006 and 2006-2007 of the primary classes had been called for. Shri Satish Kumar, representative of Sh. Mohinder Kumar, complainant states that he in his own capacity had asked for copies of the same attendance registers in a separate application dated 26.1.07 under the RTI Act, given to the PIO O/O BPEO, Abohar. He had been given photocopies of the same attendance register for which he had made due payment and which had been supplied to him on 25.2.07 (pages 15) through the BPEO office Abohar under the RTI Act. These papers were attested by Mrs. Sunita Rani, Head Teacher, Govt. Primary School, Dangar Khera. Thereafter, Mohinder Kumar, Advocate separately applied for the same information (having learnt that now the new registers have been prepared.)

2.

Today, Sh. Satish Kumar, representing Sh. Mohinder Kumar, Advocate has stated that Sh. Mohinder Kumar Advocate is appearing for judicial examination. The information was supplied to Sh. Mohinder Kumar with regard to his application dated nil with cheque dated 8.1.07 made to the address of APIO-cum-BPEO, Abohar and information comprising 279 pages was supplied to him for the second time through Commission on the last date of hearing on 21.8.07(first time it was supplied on 1.2.07 which was stated by the representative of the complainant not to have been received).  However, original
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registers were to be produced before the Commission since the representative of the complainant made allegation of tampering with the same.
3.

Today, the registers have been produced by Sh. Hardeep Singh and they have been inspected by Sh. Satish Kumar who states that the registers appeared to have been prepared afresh and are different from the information provided to Sh. Mohinder Kumar on last date of hearing and further are different from the earlier information provided to Sh. Satish Kumar. Hence he states that there are three sets of papers one supplied to Sh. Satish Kumar which contain cutting in respect of the attendance register pertaining to classes 1st and 2nd from 21st February to 28th February, 2006. The second set of ,papers supplied to Sh. Mohinder Kumar in the present case contains same cutting in respect of 2nd Class but no cutting  in respect of 1st class (which were different from those supplied to Sh. Satish Kumar and therefore suspected to have been prepared afresh).

4.

Today, when the original registers were asked to be produced, it is seen that there are no cutting in respect of 1st   Class from 21st February to 28th February, thereby leading to the conclusion that page 57 of the register containing entries for Class 1st has been tampered with in the attendance from 21st to 28th February, 2006. Even otherwise the corners of the pages containing this information itself have been torn out and appears to have been written afresh.  However, no such tampering has been found in the other register pertaining to 2nd class for the year 2005-2006 and that the long lines crossing out the attendance register from 21st can very much visible to the necked eye and the tempering  by introducing attendance later is also very evident. 

5.

The APIO is hereby directed to keep these two registers in his custody and not to return them to the school concerned till it is decided what action. If any, is to be taken in the matter and also ensure so that no further tampering with the record is possible. It is the duty of the Commission not only to supply the information but ensure that correct information is supplied and also to
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point out wherever record has been found to be tampered with. However, it is now for the complainant to bring the matter to the notice of the Competent Authority in the Executive for redressal of his grievances, if he so desires, since it does not fall within the jurisdiction and scope of reference of the Commission.



With these observations, the case is hereby disposed of.
                                                                             
Sd/-

  





    
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner 


24.10. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amarjog Singh,

198-L, Model Town, Ludhiana.




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, Secretary to Govt.,Punjab,

Deptt. of Education (S), Mini Sectt.Punjab,Chandigarh.
.....Respondent.

CC No-389-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Smt. Tarinder Kaur, APIO-cum-Supdt., O/O DPI(S), Punjab.


Order:

Smt. Tarinder Kaur has presented a proof of registry and a set of the documents supplied for record of the Commission. However, Sh. Amarjog Singh had written another letter dated nil received on 3.10.07 in the commission that he has not received the correct information and given details in his letter. Smt Tarinder Kaur confirms that copy of the said letter has been received in her office also. She is directed to give the reply of this letter for the consideration of the Commission and to supply the deficiencies, if any, strictly with reference to the original application dated 29.7.2006 to the complainant within 10 days. In case Sh. Amarjog Singh received the necessary information, he need not appear on the next date of hearing and the case will be disposed of on production of the copy of receipt of information supplied by the PIO.

Adjourned to 3.1.2008.
      







    Sd/-
  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


24.10. 2007.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kikkar Singh, S/O Sh. Nand Singh,

Vill Kanaich, The.&distt. Ludhiana.



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, Distt. Revenue Officer,

Mini Secretariat, Ludhiana.





.....Respondent.

CC No-536-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Kikkar Singh, complainant in person.



Sh. Paramjit Singh,APIIO-cum-Nail Tehsildar,Ludhiana.


Order:

On the request of both the parties, the case is adjourned to 3.1.2008.
Sd/-


  






    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


24.10. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Rakesh Jain, S/O Late Sh. Mohan Lal Jain,

# 175, Phase 3BI, SAS Nagar, Mohali



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, Tehsildar, Tehsil Comples, 

Phase I, Mohali.






.....Respondent.

CC No-540-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Rakesh Jain, complainant in person.



Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Sr.Clerk, O/O Tehsildar Mohali, for the PIO.


Order:

Shri R.K.Jain, complainant states that the information sought has been received on 22.10.07 and he has no further complaint. Copy of the information supplied vide letter dated 22.10.07 with the receipt of the complainant on it has been retained for the record of the Court. Present case is hereby disposed of in terms of orders dated 21.8.07 as read with order of even date.



















Sd/-

  





 
   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


24.10. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ashwani Kumar Kukkar,

Phase I, Civil Lines, Fazilka.




......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, Secretary to Govt.,Punjaqbv,

Department of Revenue, Mini sect. Punjab,Chandigarh.
.....Respondent.

CC No-669-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Harbhajan Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt.,O/O FCR.



Sh. Amrik Singh, St. Asstt., O/O FCR for the PIO.


Order:


With reference to the order dated 5.9.07 of the Commission, no further letter has been received from Sh. Ashwani Kumar stating out clearly the deficiencies in the information supplied  with strict reference to the Act so that the matter could be considered further. However, the APIO has vide his letter dated 10.10.07 supplied full information comprising 67 pages. After the supply of this information, the applicant has sent another letter dated 18.10.07 with copy to the PIO.

2.

I have gone through the letter. He appears to have reiterated the queries put earlier this time in English. However, he has not asked for any specific document and the present letter is squarely covered by the observations of the Commission in para 2 of its order dated 5.9.07.

3.

The applicant appears to have grievance that no city in Ferozepur District has been declared as a district whereas cities like SAS Nagar Mohali, Moga, Muktsar, Fatehgarh Sahib, Tarn Taran and Moga were declared districts. The applicant is advised to move the Competent Authority in the Executive, for redressal of his grievance. As for the State Information Commission, is required to ensure that the PIO gives him information subject to the provisions of the RTI
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Act, 2005 and the definitions prescribed therein. With this, the present case is hereby disposed.
Sd/-


  





    
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


24.10. 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Des Raj, # 65-C,

Phase I, Urban Estate, Bathinda.



......Complainant






Vs.
PIO, Estate Officer, Urban Estate,

PUDA, Bathinda.






.....Respondent.

CC No-844of 2006: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Raj Pal, Supdt. O/O PUDA, Bathinda, for the PIO.


Order:



With reference to the order of the Commission from time to time i.e. 8.5.07, 12.6.07, 25.7.07 and the latest 29.8.07, it has been stated by the representative of the PIO, present in the Court today that the main file concerning Plot No. 65-C, Phase I, Urban Estate, Bathinda has been traced out with great efforts. They would, therefore, now be contact the applicant and allowing inspection of the said file to Sh. Des Raj and permitting him to take photocopies of the documents needed by him. The needful be done immediately and compliance report be filed in the Commission by 3.1.08. In case Shri Des Raj has inspected the record and got copies of the documents to his satisfaction, he need not to come on the next date of hearing and the case will be disposed of upon production of the receipt/proof of registry by the PIO.




Adjourned to 2.1.2008.
Sd/-


  





   
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner 


24.10. 2007.

