STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Sushant




......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/Technical Education



.....Respondent.

CC No-103-of 2007: 

Present: Shri Sukhwinder Singh on behalf of Shri Sushant-complainant.


      Dr. Arunachal, APIO for the Respondent – Technical Education.


Order:


The information asked for, and the deficiencies pointed out in the reply June 18, 2007 by the applicant have been rectified and answers given as per the                     P.I.O. It is seen that no further documents have been provided but an attempt has been made by the A.P.I.O.-cum-Registrar to rationalize and provide justification the information supplied earlier. From the information supplied, it appears that the Department of Technical Education & Industrial Training requires to apply itself seriously to the glaring omissions in control/setting guidelines for the objective assessment of the 4th Year and Final Year Examination, the weightage to which is accorded equal to the cumulative weightage given to the earlier three years.                   For the final and fourth-year examination no written examination but only a practical examination is conducted followed by viva voce. For this most crucial examination no date-sheet is considered necessary to be issued in advance. The notice for the                        viva voce is dated June 13, 2007 signed on August 18, 2004 and copy is sent to the S.M. (P&O) Projects on August 18, 2004 for the examination to be held on                         August 21, 2004. Further, in the notice, it is directed that all candidates to come prepared for the viva voce examination along with the Project Report, completed that   ‘No Due Certificate’ if to be obtained on August 19, 2004 and only thereafter the Roll No. Slip for appearing in final viva voce Examination will be issued.  Further the trainees without Roll No. will not be allowed to appear in viva voce and those who fail  to appear in viva voce will be treated as absent in the examination and marks will be sent to the Board accordingly. There is definitely  something very wrong and flawed which should make all authorities concerned sit up and take notice and hasten to rectify the same.
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2.
However, it is not within the scope and jurisdiction of this Court to redress the grievances of the applicant who armed with the information with respect to the omissions and commissions, as may be evident through the information supplied, may approach the Competent Authority, for the redressal of the same. With this, the matter is disposed of in so far as the supply of information is concerned.

3. However, the applicant has given a letter dated July 24, 2007 stating that he had asked for the information vide his application dated December 05, 2006 and did not receive it within the stipulated period and therefore, punitive action may be taken against the P.I.O. as per the provisions of the Act. A copy of the same has been supplied to the A.P.I.O. 

4. Shri Yash Vir Mahajan, Secretary, Punjab State Technical,                                   Plot No.1, Sector 36-A, Chandigarh, is hereby issued show-cause notice to give written explanation as to why action should not be taken against him in terms of                            Section 20(1) of the R.T.I. Act by imposing a penalty of Rs.250/- per, subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/-. He may also avail himself of an opportunity of personal hearing on the next date of hearing as provided under Section 20(1) proviso thereto. He may take note that in case he does not render the written explanation and also chooses not to appear for the personal hearing, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and further proceedings will be taken in his absence.

Adjourned to September 12, 2007 for consideration of the explanation/personal hearing of the P.I.O.

 SD:


  





    
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


July 25, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Sham Lal Singla




......Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Director, Public Instructions (S-E) Pb,.
.....Respondent.

AC No-137- 2007: 

Present:
Shri Sham Lal Singla, Appellant in person.

Shri Darshan Singh Dhaliwal P.I.O. office of D.P.I.(SE) Punjab-cum-OSD (Works)

Order:


Shri Darshan Singh Dhaliwal states that he has joined only on                             June 18, 2007 whereas the delay in giving of information had already occurred when the information with respect of application dated December 16, 2006 had already been supplied on March 19, 2007. He states that during the relevant period                             December 16, 2006 to March 19, 2007, Shri Harbans Singh Sandhu was the Assistant Director (S-E-1) Punjab, was the P.I.O. who is now Distt. Education Officer (Secondary), Mansa. Thereafter on May 02, 2007 Shmt. Kamlesh Sood,                                 Asstt-Director (SE-1) was designated the A.P.I.O. However, since June 18, 2007, Shri Darshan Singh Dhaliwal had been posted as O.S.D (Planning & Works) and has also been designated as P.I.O. Therefore, for the concerned period, i.e. 16-12-2006 to 19-03-2007, the P.I.O. was a different person.

2.
 However, he stated that the Department has held the Superintendent of Grants –1, Shri K.K. Bahri, as responsible for the delay. The P.I.O. has, as per the directions given by the D.P.I, withheld the pay of the Superintendent (Grant-I) Branch and Shri Pawan Kumar dealing Assistant.  They state that another clerk, from district Sangrur, is also responsible. This is not in order.

3.
The show-cause notice was issued to the P.I.O. office of the Director,                                             Public Instructions (Secondary), Punjab and the penalty has also been imposed on the P.I.O. at that time. However,    the P.I.O. present in Court today states that these persons have been held responsible since the matter had been transferred to Superintendent (Grant-I) under  Section 5 (4) of the Act.  If so, the concerned papers and complete reply may be put up to ascertain the actual facts. It was for the concerned PIO to bring the full facts to the notice of the Commission through Mrs. Kamlesh 
   Sood 
or 
the 
present
P.I.O.
 and
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 amended orders were to be passed by the Commission. The explanation of the then P.I.O. should also be got added which should have been done in the first place.

5. Shri Sham Lal Singla had also given his application dated July 25, 2007 giving grounds for claiming compensation under the Act. He states:-

“ That I had been working in Prem Sabha High School, Sangrur.                      My services were terminated by the President of the school illegally on                       25-3-2006 w.e.f. 27-3-2006. Ironically, my retirement dated had already been passed on 4-3-2006 and it was only relieving period. The staff of the D.P.I. deliberately with the connivance of the management avoided the necessary information asked by me under the R.T.I. Act and knowingly delayed the full facts of the matter.

So the concerned officials aggravated my torture, which I was already suffering from the termination. Had they honestly performed their duties, I could get justice in time.”

6. He informed the Commission that he had received the information only after the notice was issued to the P.I.O. by the Commission.  It is also observed that he was due to retire on March 04, 2007 and was actually terminated on March 27, 2006 which is nine months before he had applied for the information under the RTI Act. Therefore, his contention that the staff of the D. P. I. deliberately in connivance with the management avoided giving the information and had knowingly delayed the matter is not based on facts. He has stated before me today that he had earlier throughout been giving applications and representations for the same information.

Unfortunately, these representations are not on record of the Commission and complaints regarding them cannot be entertained. The application for compensation is, therefore, rejected.

Adjourned to September 12, 2007.










SD:

  





   
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)





                 State Information Commissioner 


July 25, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Anitha Suresh




......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/o  Deputy Commissioner, Ropar

.....Respondent.

CC No-148-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.

Mrs. Inderjit Kaur, APIO-cum-DRO O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ropar.


Order:


The A.P.I.O. has rendered a copy of communication (covering letter and                        23 pages of information) in original, in Punjabi along with translation into English of the entire file of Naib Tehsildar, Morinda for the recovery from the Judgment-debtor as per the orders of the District & Sessions Judge, Dehra Dun in the                                        Motor Accident Claims case. However, I have gone through the application made by Smt  Anitha Suresh in Form-A dated September 18, 2006 and find that although the final action taken in the case has been supplied (in which it is stated that it has not been possible to recover the amount in spite of the  judgment-debtor being arrested and being  put into the judicial lock-up for ten days.).  I find that the reply is not as per the information sought in the application. The P.I.O. has been directed to give the full information with a covering letter giving point-wise reply and documents for which the A.P.I.O. seeks an adjournment for one month, which is allowed.


Adjourned to September 12, 2007.

SD:


  





  
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









     State Information Commissioner 

July 25, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Ajaib Singh






......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/o Rural Dev. & Panchayats Pb.



.....Respondent.

CC No-819-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Mohinder Singh Grewal, DD&PO-cum-P.I.O. Amritsar.

Shri Kulwant Singh Reader to D.D.&P.O. Amritsar.

Smt. Shamsheran Devi, on behalf of P.I.O. O/o Director, Rural Wing,

Shri Ramesh Kumari, Assistant O/o Directorate of Rural Dev.                  B-Wing.

Order:

This case was considered on March 20, 2007 and June 06, 2007.                     A copy of the speaking order passed by the Collector on August 13, 2004 along with two annexures (comprising 3 pages) total number of pages-4, which were passed by the Collector in pursuance of the Directions of the Hon’ble High Court in CWP No.6112 of 2004  (Ajaib Singh vs. State of Punjab and Ors.)  decided on                              April 09, 2004 by the Division Bench of  Hon’ble   Mr. Justice Swantar Kumar and Mr. Justice Amar Dutt, were  earlier sent to Shri Ajaib Singh on March 08, 2007 vide No.668. Along with this, thereafter, information regarding the latest position of the case was sent to him by the P.I./O.-cum-DD&PO vide No. 2854 dated June 19, 2007. 

2.
The replies were given to the applicant vide No.3346 dated July 13, 2007.                     Afresh and copies of all the communications sent to him were supplied to the Court also. As such, the full information asked for by the complainant has been provided to him. In so far as the report including copies of the “Note file and current file relating to this matter” is concerned, the DD&PO informs that the file regarding case titled :”Gram Panchayat Rasulpur Kalan, Block Tarsikka Vs. Balbir Singh son of Dewan Singh, Part No.1 containing speaking order has since been consigned to the Revenue Record Room of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar. In so far as Part-II, i.e. Execution File of the Order is concerned, the said file is a quasi judicial 
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file pending in the court of the D.D.&P.O Amritsar. The said files can be inspected by the complainant or his lawyer from the Record Room and copies can be taken from the Copying Branch under rules.

3.
Shri Ajaib Singh complainant went a letter dated June 21, 2007 in which he disputed the contents thereof and stated “no settlement had been reached” is stated in the report. Since there was no final agreement, but only agreement to give further time to the opposite party for the removal of encroachment on his own.   The P.I.O. has brought another letter dated June 21, 2006 from the said Shri Ajaib Singh to my notice where Shri Ajaib Singh has stated, that the Hon’ble High Court has directed the Punjab Government in April 2004 to clear the demolition within 30 days which has not been done so far. Thereafter, there was no appeal filed against the order. As such the order of the order of the higher judicial authorities has been made anfractuous by not implementing it. 

3.
I have gone through the orders of the Hon’ble High Court which are for passing of the speaking order by the Competent Authority on the legal notice dated August 18, 2003 of the applicant. There are no such instructions to clear the encroachment within thirty days. In any case, to expedite the implementation of the orders of any court does not lie within the scope and jurisdiction of the Right to Information Act and only information can be supplied, which has been done. The complainant should approach the Competent Authority (Executive) for redressal of his grievance.


With this, the case can be considered as disposed of.

SD:


  





 
   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






State Information Commissioner 


July 25, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri S.C. Bajaj




......Complainant







Vs.
PIO/ O/O Health & Family Welfare, Pb.

.....Respondent.

CC No-178-of 2007: 

Present:
Shri S.C. Bajaj, complainant in person.

Shri Labh Singh, Superintendent for P.I.O. Shri Ravi Parkash Pruthi, Under-Secretary Health Deptt. Pb.

Order:


On the last date of hearing, the deficiency to information supplied was narrowed down to paras 17, 19 and 26 of his request for information. For the remaining, all information has been supplied.

2.
With respect to paras 17 and 19, it is seen that the correct reply has not been given. Since the replies relate to the affidavit given by the said Shri Samir Munjhal at the time of renewal of license, whereas the applicant is demanding information in  respect of the action taken on wrong facts disclosed by said Shri Munjhal in his affidavit dated September 04, 1998, which is very clear from the preceding points 13,14 15 and 16, which is an affidavit given at the time of the original grant of Drugs License to him and not at the time of renewal of the said License. The P.I.O. is directed to immediately give the information in the context of an affidavit dated September 04, 1998 rendered by Shri Munjhal, as per the demand of the applicant.

3. As for Point 26, Shri Bajaj has stated that in the bunch of documents supplied to him, which contained supporting documents given  by  Shri Samir Munjhal, in his appeal decided on August 09, 2005 was a copy of F.I.R of P.S. ‘City’, Abohar-2 dated December 21, 2004 under Section 182 of the Indian Penal Code registered against Shri Subhash Chander Bajaj. On the last occasion, he had pointed out that there was no Number and the said F.I.R was missing and I had orally directed the representative of the P.I.O. to check his records of the police station and supply the Number. Today, the P.I.O’s representative states that the said F.I.R has been found to be non-existent as per the report of Police Station ‘City’. Shri Bajaj states that the copy of the said F.I.R has been provided to him under the Right to Information Act, 

CC No-178-of 2007:







-2-

2005 by the P.I.O. as part of the documents. However, the document was not attested. The P.I.O. is hereby directed to attest this particular document, that is, F.I.R bearing no Number which has been found to be false by giving the following certificate:-

“Certified that this is a true photo-stat copy of the document (FIR without number) dated December 21, 2004 available on confidential file No.____ titled ___ available  ___ which was rendered by Shri Samir Munjhal, at page number and has been supplied to Shri _____ under Right to Information Act, 2005 Act.”

  
Shri S.C. Bajaj complainant has also been permitted to inspect the files brought by the representative of the P.I.O.

Adjourned to August 01, 2007.










SD:







    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







State Information Commissioner 


July 25, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sushil Kumar, S/O Sh. Nand Lal, Plot No. 13,

Bus Stand Road, Malerkotla




 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, Director Local Govt.,Punjab, Juneja Building,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.





.....Respondent

CC No. 600   of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Sushil Kumar, Complainant in person.

Shri Surmakh Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/o Director Local Govt., Punjab, for the PIO.

Order:


The case could not be discussed in detail as the court time is over.                    Hence the case is adjourned to 22.8.2007.










              Sd/-


                                                                        (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


         State Information Commissioner


25.07.2007

Ptk-

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Pushpa Rani, S/o Sh. Charanji Lal,

# 17406-A, St. No. 3, Manoch Colony, Bathinda.

 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, District Education Officer (Sec.) Moga.


.....Respondent

AC No. 102   of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Resham Singh, DEO(S)-cum- PIO Moga



Shri Bharat Bhushan, L.A., O/O DEO(S), Moga.
Order:

The PIO has filed his reply dated 24.07.07 to the show cause notice. I have gone through it. As per the reply filed by the PIO before the Commission  as per his letter dated 5.6.07, her  application under the RTI Act was sent by her through registered post No. 1882 dated 23.11.06.  It is clear that even Smt. Pushpa Rani has admitted that the information has been received by her by 19.12.07. As per the explanation she has herself supplied vide annexure V. This is very much within the stipulated period of thirty days under then Act. As such there does not appear to be any reason for the PIO to have taken recourse of ante dating the reply to escape the repercussions of giving a late reply, as has been alleged by the complainant. The explanation of the PIO is hereby accepted, A copy of this should be sent to the complainant also.


The matter is thus disposed of.












Sd/-

                                                                        (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 

         State Information Commissioner

25.07.2007

Ptk-
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Satish Kumar S/O Shri Ram Trachhpal, Joshian Mohalla,

Raikot, Distt. Ludhiana.





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, Director Local Govt.,Punjab, Juneja Building,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.





.....Respondent

CC No. 897 of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Satish Kumar, Complainant in person.

Shri Surmakh Singh, Sr. Asstt., O/o Director Local Govt. Punjab, for the PIO.

Order:


                    The case could not be taken up for consideration as the court time is over. Hence the case is adjourned to 22.8.2007.








                     Sd/-


                                                                        (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


         State Information Commissioner


25.07.2007

Ptk-

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti, # 372, Anand Nagar-A, 

Triperi Town, Patiala.





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, Civil Surgeon, Near Head Post Office, Patiala.

.....Respondent

CC No. 723  of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Prem Nath Rajput, APIO, O/O Civil Surgeon, Patiala.


Order:


As directed in the order dated 13.07.2007, in respect of para-4 of the application dated 5.9.06, under the RTI Act, submitted by the complainant, the GPF statements  for the years  2003-04 and 2004-05 have been collected by the APIO and have been delivered to the applicant through the Court today against due receipt. In para 2 of my order, Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti, the applicant had been directed to give details of specific deficiencies/wrong statement in respect of first 3 items as alleged by him, has not been done. He stated that he will no longer give anything in writing. The PIO has stated that he had given full information to the applicant. Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti is given one more chance to point out in writing to the PIO within 10 days if he so likes. In case he sends the said letter, the PIO should give the required information directly in accordance with his original application in Form A dated 5.9.06 in terms of the provisions of the Act.  In case he chooses not to do so and not to give the deficiencies in writing, the case shall be considered closed.


The case is thus adjourned to 12.09.2007.








                                     Sd/-

                                                                        (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 

         State Information Commissioner

25.07.2007

Ptk-

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. O.P. Ralhon, # 52-B, Block A-3,

DDA Flats, Kalkaji Extension, New Delhi.


 ......Complainant







Vs.

PIO, Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur.


.....Respondent

CC No. 042 of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Mohamad Iqbal, DDPO Hoshiapur for the PIO.

Order:


PIO-cum- Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur has filed an explanation dated 20.07.07 which has been accepted. The case is disposed of in terms of the orders of the Commission dated 12.06.2007







                          Sd/-


                                                                        (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


         State Information Commissioner


25.07.2007

Ptk-

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Er. Rajiv Prashar, 132 KV Sub Station,





 Naraingarh Distt. Amritsar.




......Complainant







Vs.

PIO, Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar.



.....Respondent

CC No. 318  of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the respondent.

Order:


Court time is over. Case is adjourned to 12th September, 2007.





SD:











(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



 State Information Commissioner


.25.07.2007

Ptk-

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Sudhil Kumar, S/O Sh. Nand Lal, Plot No. 13,

Bus Stand Road, Malerkotla, Distt. Sangrur.


 ......Complainant







Vs.

PIO, Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Malerkotla.
.....Respondent

CC No. 376  of 2006:

Present:
Shri Sudhil Kumar, complainant in person.



Shri Sandeep Khunger, Advocate and



Shri Love Kumar, Supdt. MC Malerkotla for the PIO.


Order:


Today Photostat copy of pages 1-2 noting, part-part II, M. C. Malerkotla as well as letter No. 2-:-2002/30335 dated 12.09.01 have been taken from the original file  and photocopies of noting (unattested) have been provided to the applicant and copy also taken for record of the Commission. The representative of the PIO is directed to supply attested copies of the same to the applicant and Sh. Surmakh Singh Sr. Asstt., O/O Directorate of Local Government also.


Adjourned to 29.8.07.








                            Sd/-


                                                                        (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


         State Information Commissioner


25.07.2007

Ptk-

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Des Raj, # 65-C, Phase-I,

Urban Estate, Bathinda.





 ......Complainant







Vs.

PIO, Estate Officer, Urban Estate, PUDA, Bathinda.
.....Respondent

CC No. 844  of 2007:

Present:
Shri Des Raj, Complainant in person.



Shri Lal Chand, SDO, PUDA, Bathinda for the PIO.


Order:


Today, in compliance of the order passed by the Commission on May 8, 2007 and June 12, 2007, the representative of the PIO Shri Lal Chand has presented an explanation dated 24.07.07 on behalf of Sh. Prithi Singh, PIO-cum- Estate Officer, PUDA. At the same time, Shri Des Raj also presented a letter dated 23.07.2007, according to which it is quite clear that while supplying the information there has been  misrepresentation and the statement of the PIO is not based on  facts. A letter No. 871 dated 12.07.07, addressed by the PIO to him which gives the wrong information, as is clear by the 2nd annexure letter No. 1719, dated 2.5.05 addressed to the Addl. C.A. PUDA, by the Administrative Officer (Policy) for Chief administrator.  Third annexure also contains a map on the other side showing the location and dimension of the plot allotted to the owner of plot No. 222 as green space which appears to comprise plot No. 221 as well as a triangular plot which according to Shri Des Raj comprises 28’x90’x69. The PIO has further stated that copy of the noting on the application of the

 Complainant dated 1.8.2000 was supplied to the complainant as in fact noting part of the map file and not the original file. This some how strains the credulity. It is, therefore, all the more necessary that original file should be traced immediately and action against the person who has lost it expedited. 

2.
The PIO may also  give his comments on the last application dated 24.07.07 made by Shri Des Raj  so that it can be considered along with the explanation rendered by him.


The case is thus adjourned to 29th August, 2007 for compliance.











Sd/-

                                                                        (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


         State Information Commissioner


25.07.2007

Ptk-

