STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)







                                
REGISTERED

Mrs. Seema Rani, 

W/o Shri Varinder Kumar,

H.No. 2882/8, Cinema Road, Sirhind.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Education Officer (SE),

Fatehgarh Sahib.







 Respondent

CC No.1556/2008

RESERVED ON 18.9.2008

TO BE PRON0UNCED IN  THE OPEN COURT ON    27.11. 2008

ORDER

1.

The arguments in this case were heard on 18.9.2008 at 11.00 A.M.  in PWD Rest House, Tarkhan Majra  at Fatehgarh Sahib  and the judgement was reserved.

2.

The court was held at Fatehgarh Sahib because Smt. Seema Rani, the Complainant never attended the proceedings at Chandigarh in any of her cases filed with the Commission on  the sole ground that she belongs to Below Poverty Lilne  and cannot afford to visit Chandigarh to attend the proceedings. Therefore it was decided to hold court at Fategarh Sahib on 18.9.2008 to hear  her arguments in person in the interest of justice.   It is pertinent to note that Smt. 
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Seema Rani,  the Complainant, did not attend the proceedings in  person even at Fatehgarh Sahib, her home town,  on 18.9.2008.  However, Shri Varinder Kumar, her husband alongwith one Shri Jaswant Singh was present.  

3.

Shri Vijay Kaushal, D. E. O. (SE)
submitted a letter No. 6746-47 dated 2.9.2008 alongwith 26(twenty six)  sheets  and  another letter No. 6909-10, dated 16.9.2008 alongwith one sheet, which were taken on record.  A copy of letter dated 16.9.2008 was  handed over to Shri Varinder Kumar in the court.  

4.

Shri Vijay Kaushal, D.E.O.(SE) further stated that instructions from the DPI office were received  that both the parties be called and some compromise be got effected between  the parties.  He further pleaded  that he started the proceedings on 6.6.2008 which were attended by  Shri Randhir Singh on behalf of Smt. Seema Rani . Shri Mahesh Chand Sharma, Principal  and Shri Jagdish Verma, President,  of  Rana Munshi Ram Sarvhitkari Vidya Mandir, Sirhind  were present. Proceedings were postponed to 9th June, 2008 on the request of Shri Randhir Singh. He further stated that on 9.6.2008,  no representative on behalf of Smt. Seema Rani was present.  Again the proceedings were postponed to 11.6.2008. On 11.6.2008 no representative of Smt. Seema Rani attended the proceedings. The representatives of the said school appeared on 6.6.2008 and handed over relevant record relating to the instant case to the D.E.O. He further stated  that on the basis of representations 
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received from the Complainant a  detailed note  was sent to the D.P.I.(SE) Punjab alongwith the record submitted  by  the representatives of the school during the proceedings

5.

Shri Jagdish Verma, President and Shri Mahesh Chand Sharma, Principal of Rana Munshi Ram Sarvhitkari Vidya Mandir, Sirhind  were present as per the directions of the Commission given to the Respondent  on the last date of hearing on 4.9.2008. The Principal  stated that their institution is totally a private institution  and has not been receiving   any  aid from  the Government. Shri Varinder Kumar husband of the Complainant stated that grant was given to the school by Shri Harbans Lal, M.L.A. The Principal replied that Shri Harbans Lal, M.L.A. visited their school once and announced a grant of Rs. 50,000(Fifty thousand  only) but the same has not been received by the school till date. The Principal stated that Smt. Seema Rani was appointed in the school on 5.1.2001 as a pre-primary  teacher with some terms and conditions. He further clarified that as per condition No. 4 of the appointment letter of Smt. Seema Rani her services were terminated after giving one month notice to her.   He stated that the entire  information relating to their institution has since been supplied to the Complainant. .

6.

It is clear that Rana Munshi Ram Sarvhitkari Vidya Mandir, Sirhind is a wholly  private institution, which receives no grant from the Government. 
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Hence it is not a public authority under RTI Act, 2005. However, it is directed that 

the DEO may hold fresh proceedings to settle  the dispute between the Complainant and the School as per the instructions received from the D.P.I.(SE). 


7.

On perusal of the file and the consideration of the entirety of the circumstances as brought out during arguments, I am fully convinced that whatever information was available with the Respondents, has been supplied to the Complainant. It appears that the Complainant is bent upon harassing the school authorities as well as DEO by keeping the issue alive on one pretext or the other.  The representative of the Complainant has not been able to point out clearly any deficiency in the information supplied to the Complainant.  His only plea was that he  is not satisfied with the information supplied to him. 

8.

One more aspect of this matter requires looking into. Though it has been consistently claimed by Smt. Seema Rani, the Complainant, that she lives in extreme  penury and is thus below  poverty  line (BPL),  it dos not appear to be so. Her husband,  Shri Varinder Kumar, who appeared before me on 18.9.2008 at Fatehgarh Sahib was very decently dressed. His looks did not give the impression of any financial handicap.  I would, therefore, direct the Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib to enquire into the issuance of BPL Certificate to Smt. Seema Rani, the Complainant, in the instant case. He should send the report of the inquiry to the Commission immediately after the inquiry is 
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concluded. In case he finds that Smt. Seema Rani has been  claiming  BPL status falsely, appropriate action against the officials issuing the Certificate be also initiated.

9.

In view of the foregoing no useful purpose will be served by keeping this matter pending on the  vague arguments put forth by the Complainant. Therefore, the instant complaint is disposed of and closed. 

10.

Copies of the order be sent to both  the parties, Shri Mahesh Chand Sharma, Principal, Rana Munshi Ram Sarvhitkari Vidya Mandir, Sirhind, Shri Jagdish Verma, President, Rana Munshi Ram Sarvhitkari Vidya Mandir, Sirhind  and Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib.

Sd/-


Place :  Chandigarh
                                            Surinder Singh

Dated:  27. 11 . 2008

                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Raj Kumar,S/o Shri Bal Krishan,

# Chaunda, Tehsil: Malerkotla, District: Sangrur.


Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary Irrigation,Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector: 9, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No.1749/2008

Present:
Shri Raj Kumar, Complainant, in person.


Shri Sucha Singh, Under Secretary-cum-PIO, Smt. Hem Lata, Senior Assistant, office of Principal Secretary Irrigation; Shri Satish Kumar, Registrar-cum-PIO and Shri Nardev Singh, Senior Assistant, office of Chief Engineer,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the requisite information has been supplied to the Complainant and  the Complainant can file FIR with the Police for the fraud made with him by his brother, if he so desires. 

2.

The Complainant states that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him. 

3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

        Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  27.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurmail Singh Gill,

9, Rajguru Nagar Extension, 

P. O. Threekay, Ludhiana – 142021.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.






 Respondent

CC No. 2197/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Dr. Sehijpal Singh, Professor Mechanical Department-cum-PIO and Shri Harpreet Singh, Dealing Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

A telephonic message has been received from the Complainant that due to some unavoidable circumstances, he is unable to attend the court proceedings today. He has intimated that no affidavit , as per the directions of the Commission on the last date of hearing,  has been supplied to him by the Respondent so far.  

2.

The PIO submits an affidavit to the Commission, which is taken on record. He further states that a copy of the affidavit is being sent to the Complainant by post. He requests that some more time may be granted to procure/trace the complaint  submitted by Mrs. Satwinderjit Kaur . He assures the 
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Commission if the complainant is not found or procured ,  FIR will be lodged with the police for the loss of the official record from the office of Principal , Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana. 

3.

On the request of Dr. Sehijpal Singh, Professor Mechanical Department-cum-PIO, he is exempted from personal appearance during future proceedings in the instant case. He can depute APIO  or any official to attend the proceedings, who is well versed with the facts of this case. 

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 23.12.2008.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

   Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  27.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Amarjit Singh Dhamotia,

# 60/35-P/330, Street No.8,

Maha Singh Nagar, Daba Lohara Road,

PO: Dhandari Kalan, Ludhiana- 141014.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Punjab Pollution Control Board,

Regional Office-III, Municipal Corporation Building,

Block-C, Gill Road, Ludhiana.





 Respondent

CC No.1753/2008

Present:
Shri Amarjit Singh, Complainant, in person.
Shri Pardeep Gupta, Environmental Engineer-cum-PIO Ludhiana, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

After detailed discussion/arguments, the PIO states that information as per demand of the Complainant on the basis of the arguments held today, will be supplied within a period of 15 days. He further states that duly authenticated photo copies of  No Objection Certificates pertaining to the period from 1.4.2004 to 5.5.2008, the date of application, issued by all the competent authorities pertaining to the area  under his  jurisdiction,  will be supplied to the Complainant by 29.12.2008. He pleads that the case may be closed. 

3.

The case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of orders on 15.01.2009.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  27.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Amarjit Singh Dhamotia,

# 60/35-P/330, Street No.8,

Maha Singh Nagar,Daba Lohara Road,

PO: Dhandari Kalan, Ludhiana- 141014.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Engineer, Sewerage Board,

Division No.2, Opposite Old Courts,

Near Punjab Vigilance Office, Ludhiana.




 Respondent

CC No.1754 /2008
Present:
Shri Amarjit Singh Dhamotia, Complainant, in person.
Shri Dalip Kumar, XEN-cum-PIO, Shri Ravi Kumar, SDE Sewerage Board, Division No.2, Ludhiana, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

As per the directions issued on the last date of hearing on 23.10.2008, Shri Dalip Kumar, PIO-cum-XEN appears in person alongwith an affidavit. He pleads  that since he has been transferred and posted at Bathinda, new incumbent Shri N. D. Bawa, may be directed to appear during future proceedings, if any,  in the instant case. 

2.

The Complainant states that he has received the information but it is incomplete. He further states that he has sought  copies of Estimates, Maps
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 and MBs. The Respondent states that copy of MB has already been supplied. He further states that no sample of the material used in sewerage laying has been taken for checking . He assures the Commission that the remaining information will be supplied to the Complainant within a period of one month. 

4.

The case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of orders on 15.01.2008.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

   Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  27.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Charanjit Bhullar,

C/o Tribune Office,

 Goniana Road, Bathinda.






Complainant








Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Industries & Commerce,

17 Bays Building, Sector 17, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.1757 /2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Mrs. Parminder Kaur, Senior Assistant and Shri Surinder Singh, Senior Assistant,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 10.7.2008,  when Mrs. Parminder Kaur pleaded that as per the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005, the information/documents available on record, can only be supplied but the Complainant has required information which is not readily available  and will have to be created. She further pleaded that the creation of this information  will divert the resources of the Department and Government work will suffer.

2.

The Complainant is again not present for the 2nd consecutive proceedings in the instant case which shows that he is not interested in getting the information and does not want to pursue the matter any more. 

3.

Therefore, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

       Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  27.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rakesh Kumar S/o Shri Girdhari Lal,

VPO:  Babri Nangal, Tehsil & District:  Gurdaspur.


     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Engineer, Personnel Division,

RSD-Project, Shahpurkandi, Distt. Gurdaspur.



 Respondent

AC No.350 /2008

Present:
Shri Rakesh Kumar, Appellant,  in person.
Shri Chander Kant , APIO-cum-Assistant Engineer, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per the directions issued on the last date of hearing on 07.10.2008, the APIO hands over requisite information to the Appellant  in the court today in my presence. 

2.

The Appellant states that some time may be granted to him to study the information supplied to him today and he will submit his observations/comments, if any, within a period of 15 days. 

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 17.12.2008 at 11.00 A.M. in Ravi Sadan at   Shahpurkandi Township. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  27.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Bakshi Ram,

Ravi Cottage, # G-2/772,

Street No. 6, Mohalla Nanak Nagar,

Near New Sabzi Mandi,Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Chief Engineer,

 Punjab State Electricity Board,

Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana.





Respondent






MR-94/2008 





 
    in CC No.1186/2007

Present:
Shri Bakshi Ram, Complainant, in person.


Shri H.S.Jogi, Senior XEN, Mrs. Indu Kansal, Divisional Superintendent,  Shri Shashi Kant, Superintendent Grade-II, Smt. Harsimran Kaur, Dealing Clerk,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 4.10.2007 and was disposed of with the following directions:

“Accordingly, we direct the Respondent to send a detailed letter to the Complainant giving rationale of various aspects covered in the claim of the individual and the amount that is due to him at the earliest but not later than 15th of November, 2007.”

On the representation of the Complainant the case has been reopened with the orders of C.I.C. 
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2.

During the proceedings today, it transpires that the requisite  information had been sent to the Complainant vide letter No. 15504-General-23, dated 1.10.2007 and Memo. No. 6302 dated 8.10.2007.  Certain aspects were to be clarified by the Respondent, which has been done today during the proceedings and the Complainant is satisfied with the information provided to him. 

3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-




                                    

 
  Surinder Singh


                     


         State Information Commissioner









Sd/-

Place:  Chandigarh.
       

   Lt. Gen.(Retd.) P. K. Grover

Dated:  27.11.2008
  


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Smt.  Surjit Kaur,

Through Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila,

# 196/10, Kainthan, Dasuya,

District: Hoshiarpur.







     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum,

Hoshiarpur.








 Respondent

AC No. 376/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Appellant.

Shri P. P. S. Mann, Superintendent-cum-PIO,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 7.10.2008, when the PIO made a written submission and pleaded that since similar cases have already been heard and disposed of by this Hon’ble Court, the instant case may also be disposed of on the same lines. As the Appellant was not present, one more opportunity was given to the Appellant to pursue her case and the case was fixed for today i.e. 27.11.2008.

2.

Shri P. P. S. Mann, Superintendent-cum-PIO pleads that since  similar cases have already been heard and disposed of by this Hon’ble Court, the 
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instant case may also be disposed of on the same ground as the same type of information is being asked by the Appellant time and again and moreover, the Appellant is not present for the second consecutive hearing. 



3.

Since the Appellant is not present for the second consecutive hearing in the instant case and similar type of cases of District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur,  have already been disposed of, the instant case is disposed of on the same ground. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  27.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri R.  K. Tyagi, 

Through Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila,

# 196/10, Kainthan, Dasuya,  District: Hoshiarpur.


     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum,  Amritsar.

 Respondent

AC No. 370/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Appellant.

Shri Shiv Kumar, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 7.10.2008, when the PIO made a written submission and pleaded that since similar cases have already been heard and disposed of by this Hon’ble Court, the instant case may also be disposed of on the same lines. As the Appellant was not present, one more opportunity was given to the Appellant to pursue his case and the case was fixed for today i.e. 27.11.2008.

2.

Shri Shiv Kumar, Superintendent-cum-PIO pleads that since  similar cases have already been heard and disposed of by this Hon’ble Court, the 
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instant case may also be disposed of on the same ground as the same type of information is being asked by the Appellant time and again and moreover, the Appellant is not present for the second consecutive hearing. 



3.

Since the Appellant is not present for the second consecutive hearing in the instant case and similar type of cases of District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum, Amritsar,  have already been disposed of, the instant case is disposed of on the same ground. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

   Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  27.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Dilbagh Singh,

Through Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila,

# 196/10, Kainthan, Dasuya,

District: Hoshiarpur.







     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum,

Hoshiarpur.








 Respondent

AC No. 375/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Appellant.

Shri P. P. S. Mann, Superintendent-cum-PIO,on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 7.10.2008, when the PIO made a written submission and pleaded that since similar cases have already been heard and disposed of by this Hon’ble Court, the instant case may also be disposed of on the same lines. As the Appellant was not present, one more opportunity was given to the Appellant to pursue his case and the case was fixed for today i.e. 27.11.2008.

2.

Shri P. P. S. Mann, Superintendent-cum-PIO pleads that since  similar cases have already been heard and disposed of by this Hon’ble Court, the 

Contd…..p/2

AC No. 375/2008



-2-

instant case may also be disposed of on the same ground as the same type of information is being asked by the Appellant time and again and moreover, the Appellant is not present for the second consecutive hearing. 



3.

Since the Appellant is not present for the second consecutive hearing in the instant case and similar type of cases of District Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur,  have already been disposed of, the instant case is disposed of on the same ground. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  27.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri A.K.Garg,

# 2233, Sector: 48-C, Chandigarh.




Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Industries & Commerce,

17 Bays Building, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.1663/2008

Present:
Shri A, K.Garg, Complainant, in person.
Shri R. K .Goyal, Senior Law Officer-cum-APIO, Shri Sadhu Ram, Superintendent, office of  Director Industries;  Mrs. Kamlesh, Senior Assistant, and Shri Varinder Kumar, Senior Assistant, office of  Principal Secretary Industries and Commerce,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per directions given on the last date of hearing, i.e. 21.10.2008, the APIO makes  a written submission , from Shri V. K. Janjua, IAS, Director-cum-Secretary Industries & Commerce-cum-PIO, along with a copy of the Article 20(3) of the  Constitution of India , which is taken on record.  The Section 20(3) of the Article states that “No person accused of any offence shall be compelled to be a witness against himself.” In the instant case neither the PIO is the accused person nor he is witness in his own case, so the Section 20(3) the Article is not applicable in the instant case as has been submitted by the PIO. However, Director-cum-Secretary, Industries & Commerce-cum-PIO has submitted  a written explanation in the instant case which is accepted. 

2.

Mrs. Kamlesh, Senior Assistant, O/o the Principal Secretary 
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Industries and Commerce, hands over  information running into 149(One hundred forty-nine) sheets including one page of covering letter to the Complainant  in the Court today in my presence. 

3.

The Complainant states that the Department has not replied to  the points  No. 4 & 5 of my representation including the application dated 16.6.2008. The Respondent states that the representation dated 7.6.2006 is being considered and it is in the pipeline and the outcome will be intimated to the Complainant in due course. The representation dated 22.4.2008 addressed to Hon’ble Minister for Industries  & Commerce has not been received in the office of Principal Secretary Industries and Commerce as stated by the Respondent. He is directed to get it verified from the office of Hon’ble Minister for Industries & Commerce, who had received the application and forwarded to the concerned quarter.

4.

After supplying the information, the Respondent states that the Complainant may be asked to deposit the cost of documents supplied to him.  On perusal of the file, it is seen that the application dated 16.6.2008 which was received in the office of the PSIEC against Diary No.457, dated 3.7.2008 and was forwarded to the Industries Department on 14.7.2008 and the Respondent further states that interim reply was sent to the Complainant on 24.7.2008. So the information was supplied  in time and the Complainant has to deposit the requisite information charges. The Complainant pays necessary charges 
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for the information.

5.

The Director-cum-Secretary Industries & Commerce-cum-PIO in his letter dated 21.11.2008 states that necessary action shall be taken on the inquiry report after getting the comments from the PSIEC under the Conduct Rules. The Inquiry report as well as the action taken report will be supplied to the Complainant on completion of the inquiry report. However, the Respondent states that the comments have been received from the PSIEC on 26.11.2008 and the case is being sent to the Vigilance Department for taking the necessary action.

6.

The Respondent states that the representation of the Complainant has already been submitted 3to the Principal Secretary/Hon’ble Minister for 
deciding the case .

7.

Since the requisite information as available and as per written statement made by the Director-cum-Secretary Industries  & Commerce-cum-PIO, has been supplied to the Complainant and the directions have been issued to deal with the case as per Government Rules/instructions issued from time  to time by the Personnel Department etc.

8.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

9.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










 Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.11. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR:17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Vinod Garg, Director Impex Ltd.

# 684, Industrial Area-B, Ludhiana.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Punjab Financial Corporation,

SCO: 95-98, Bank Square,

Sector: 17-B, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC No.1508/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri D. P. Soni, Assistant General Manager-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 23.9.2008 when it was directed that information be supplied as per demand of the Complainant within a period of two months. 

2.

Shri D. P. Soni, AGM-cum-PIO states that the information has been sent to the Complainant, vide letter No.PFC/PIO/08/15745-46, dated 12.11.2008 by post.  He pleads that since the information has been supplied, the case may be closed.

3.

The Complainant is not present, which shows that he  has received the information and  is satisfied. 

4.

Therefore,  the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
 Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.11. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Manjit Singh Pasricha,

# 5682, Sector: 38 (West),

Chandigarh.








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Secretary to Government, Punjab,

PWD (B&R), Mini Secretariat, 

Sector: 9, Chandigarh.


        



 Respondent

CC No.1795/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Ravi Katoch, Senior Assistant,O/o Secretary Public Works and Shri Ang Pal, Senior Assistant, office of  Chief Architect on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

A telephonic message has been received in the Commission Office from Shri Manjit Singh Pasricha, Complainant,  today intimating that  he is unable to attend the Court today as he has been suffering from fever  and he has not received any information from the Respondent.

2.

The case was last heard on 21.10.2008,  when it was directed that the Complainant will submit his observations/comments to the PIO by 6th November, 2008 and the PIO will send his response to the Complainant by 21st November, 2008.
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3.

The Complainant has sent his response/comments, vide letter No.1/43/2008/ dated 4.11.2008 which has been  received in the Commission Office on 25.11.2008. The Respondent states that they have not received the said letter neither in the office of Chief Architect, Punjab  nor in the office of Secretary Public Works, Punjab. The Respondent further states that the information as per the demand of the Complainant has since been supplied to the Complainant and he has been informed that the information as available in the record, has since been supplied.

4.

A photo-copy of the letter dated 4.11.2008 is handed over to the Respondent for sending the requisite information to the Complainant as per his demand .

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 15-01-2009.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.11. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Raj Pal Joshi,

President PSTC Workers Union,

# 840, Ward No.10,Badala Road, 

Near Green Market, Kharar, Distt.Mohali.



Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Divisional Engineer(Operation & Maintenance Division),

P.S.T.C.Ltd. SCO No.29 (Back Side),

Sector: 26, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No.1765/2008

Present:
Shri Rajpal Joshi, Complainant, in person.
ShriA.  K. Sharma, Divisional Engineer-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the information has since been  supplied to the Complainant as per the directions given on the last date of hearing  i.e. 21.10.2008.

2.

The Complainant states that, no doubt, he has received information but it is incomplete and therefore he wants to inspect the record of the Sub-Division. 

3.

Accordingly, it is directed that the Complainant will visit the office of SDE Sub-Divisions Morinda, Chandigarh (District Mohali) and Ganda Kherin 
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(District Patiala) on the dates to be decided by the Executive Engineer in consultation with the SDE concerned. The Complainant will inspect and identify the documents required by him. It is also directed that identified documents, duly authenticated, be supplied to the Complainant on  the spot. 

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 15-01-2009.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.11. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri J.L.Nanda,

Director, United Druckgrafen India Ltd,

SCO No.174, 2nd Floor, 

Sector: 38-C, Chandigarh.






     Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIDC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

AC No.291/2008

Present:
Shri J.  L. Nanda, Complainant, in person.
Shri L.K.Singla, Assistant General Manager and Shri Vikas Mohan Gupta, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The original Noting File(Volume-II)  of the PSIDC relating to  M/s United Druckgrafen India  is tagged with the  case file of the Commission and the judgment is reserved.

3

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

 Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.11. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri S.S.Jakhu, Chief Engineer (Retd),

# 315, Sector: 2, Panchkula.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Financial Commissioner Forest &

Wild Life Preservation, Punjab,

7th Floor, Mini Secretariat, Sector:9,Chandigarh.


 Respondent

CC No.2198/2008

Present:
None is present t on behalf of the Respondent.
Shri Amit Mishra, IFS, Divisional Forest Officer-PIO, Ropar, Shri Jasbir Singh, Deputy Director Forest-cum-SPIO, Shri Gurbax Singh, Superintendent, Shri Nand Kishore, Senior Assistant and Shri Karnail Singh,Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri S.S.Jakhu, Complainant sent a telephonic message on 25.11.2008 that he is away for some urgent piece of domestic work and the case may be adjourned for another fifteen days as he will be unable to attend the proceedings in the instant case on 27.11.2008.

2.

PIO-cum-DFO, Ropar states that the information in the instant case has been supplied to the Complainant.

3.

Regarding  the directions given on the last date of hearing, i.e. 23.10.2008 that the information such as Khasra numbers and the area against each Khasra  of 826 acres of land notified vide Notification dated 3.2.2003 be also supplied to the Complainant within a period of one month, the PIO Ropar 
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states that no Khasra numbers in respect of Villages Nada and Karoran have been  maintained as the villages have been declared under PLPA-1900. The PIO further states that the information available in the CBI file has since been supplied to the Complainant. He pleads that the detail of Khasra Numbers of land of Village Nada(Hadbast No. 350),  and Village Karoran (Hadbast No. 352), Tehsil Kharar, District, S. A. S. Nagar may be obtained from the office of Deputy Commissioner, S. A. S. Nagar. 

4.

As per the statement given today in the Court by Shri Amt Mishra,  PIO-cum-Divisional Forest Officer, Ropar, he is directed to  submit an affidavit stating that no detail of khasra numbers in respect of Villages Nada and Karoran  has been maintained  in the Forest Department and in the office of Divisional Forest Officer, Ropar under PLPA-1900.  It is rather  maintained in the office of Deputy Commissioner, S. A. S. Nagar. 

5.

It is directed that the PIO of the office of Deputy Commissioner, S. A. S. Nagar will supply the detail of Khasra Numbers of land of Village Nada (Hadbast No. 350) and Village Karoran(Hadbast No. 352), Tehsil Kharar, District: Ropar to the Complainant within fifteen days. 

6.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 16-12-2008.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the PIO of the office of  Deputy Commissioner, S. A. S. Nagar.
Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.11. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Malwinder Singh,

# 3-Ranjit Bagh, near 

State College of Education, Patiala.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Patiala.





 Respondent

CC No.2091/2008

Present:
Shri Malwinder Singh, Complainant, in person.


Shri Ashok Vij, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 10.11.2008, when it was directed that the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala will get the inquiry conducted by some Senior Officer to ascertain as to why action has not been taken to stop the construction of the House No.2, Ranjit Bagh, Patiala  and remove the violations.It was also directed that the PIO will appear in person along with the information demanded by the Complainant.

2.

The Commission has taken a serious view as  no action has been taken at the level of Commissioner, M.C. Patiala and the PIO is not present in the Court today. 
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3.

Shri Ashok Vij, APIO, on behalf of the Respondent submits  information to the Commission,  which is taken on record and one copy is handed over to the Complainant in the Court today in my presence. He further states that the order dated 10.11.2008 has not been received in the offices of PIO of Municipal Corporation, .Patiala and the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, .Patiala. The Complainant states that he has also  not received the Order dated 10.11.2008.

4.

The APIO states that the action to stop the construction work of the HouseNo.2, Ranjit Bagh, Patiala and to demolish the construction, already done,  has to be taken by the Municipal Town Planner and  requisite directions under Section 5(4) of the RTI Act has been given to the Municipal Town Planner,  M. C. Patiala, vide letter No.F376F7/MDS, dated 10.11.2008. He further pleads that on the next date of hearing Shri M. M. Sayal, Municipal Town Planner, M.C.Patiala may be summoned to give his  statement in the instant case.

5.

The Complainant pleads that the information has been supplied after a period of 147 days. He pleads that action be taken against the PIO  under RTI Act and compensation be given to him for the determent suffered. He further states that the information supplied to him is not complete and no action has been taken by the competent authority to stop the construction work of the House No.2, Ranjit Bagh, Patiala  and to demolish the violations. He further makes a 
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submission of instructions and amendments regarding construction and Building 

Bye-laws, 1997 in M.C.Patiala.

In Section 3.14 -Monitoring of execution of works and erection of building as per sanctioned plan and approval of revised plan wherever required: 

(i)
To ensure enforcement of building and execution of works as per sanctioned building plans, construction activity shall be monitored from the state of excavation, construction of foundation, plinth, first storey and e ach subsequent storeys. This activity shall be monitored by the local authority as per the guidelines issued by the Government or the competent authority from time to time.

(ii)
During the course of construction, in case of changed circumstances at site or otherwise, if substantial deviations from the sanctioned plans are necessitated, the owner shall not proceed further with the construction unless revised plan is submitted and got approved from the competent authority as per rules.

6.

In Section 3.14 (i) and (ii), it has  clearly been mentioned that to ensure enforcement of building and execution of works as per sanctioned building plans, construction activity should be monitored from the stage one. 

7.

The Complainant states that he has brought to the notice of the Commissioner as well as the Mayor from time to time in writing, but no action has 

been taken by the Department to stop the construction work and to demolish the 

 violations committed by the owner of the House No.2, Ranjit Bagh, near State College of Education, Patiala.

8.

 It is directed that Shri Harkesh Singh Sidhu, PCS, Commissioner ,

Cont..P/4

CC No.2091/2008



-4-

Municipal Corporation, Patiala  will conduct an inquiry to ascertain  as to why the action to stop the construction and to demolish the violations has not been taken by the competent authority. It is also directed that Shri M. M. Sayal, PIO,  will appear in person on the next date of hearing to  explain reasons as to  why penalty be not imposed upon him for supplying the  information  late by 147 (One hundred forty seven) days to the Complainant  and as to why compensation be not given to the Complainant for the detriment suffered by him. 

9.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 11-12-2008.

10.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.11. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Malwinder Singh,

# 3-Ranjit Bagh, near 

State College of Education, Patiala.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Patiala.





 Respondent

CC No.2092/2008

Present:
Shri Malwinder Singh, Complainant, in person.


Shri Ashok Vij, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The case was last heard on 10.11.2008 in which the PIO was directed to appear in person along with the requisite information. The APIO makes a submission of information running into four sheets and its one set is handed over to the Complainant in the Court today. He further pleads that he wants some time to get the technical measurement of the violations committed by the landlord during construction of House No.2, Ranjit Bagh,  Patiala.

3.

The Complainant states that the information which is supplied today is late by 184 days and action may be taken as per Section 21(1) of the RTI Act for imposing penalty.  The Complainant also brought to the notice of the 

Commission that it is mandatory for the owner of the Building to give in writing in 

Cont…P/2  

CC No.2092/2008



-2-

Form ‘C’ of the Municipal Corporation Building Bye-Laws that the  building will be constructed in accordance with the sanctioned/approved Building Plans by the Municipal Corporation, Patiala. The APIO states that no such  Form ‘C’ for building plan of the House No.2, Ranjit Bagh, Patiala is available in the  file. 

4.

The Complainant pleads that the information has been supplied late after 184 days. He pleads that  action may be taken under RTI Act and compensation may  be given to him for the determent suffered.   He further states that the information supplied to him is not complete and no action has been taken by the competent authority to stop the construction work of the House No.2, Ranjit Bagh, Patiala  and to demolish the violations. He further makes a submission of instructions and amendments regarding construction and Building Bye-laws, 1997 in M.C.Patiala.

In Section 3.14 -Monitoring of execution of works and erection of building as per sanctioned plan and approval of revised plan wherever required: 

(i)
To ensure enforcement of building and execution of works as per sanctioned building plans, construction activity shall be monitored from the state of excavation, construction of foundation, plinth, first storey and e ach subsequent storeys. This activity shall be monitored by the local authority as per the guidelines issued by the Government or the competent authority from time to time.

(ii)
During the course of construction, in case of changed circumstances at site or otherwise, if substantial deviations from the sanctioned plans are necessitated, the owner shall not proceed further with the construction unless revised plan is submitted and got approved from the competent authority as per rules.
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5.

In Section 3.14 (i) and (ii), it has clearly been  mentioned that to ensure enforcement of building and execution of works as per sanctioned building plans, construction activity should be monitored from the stage one. 

6.

The Complainant states that he has brought to the notice of the Commissioner as well as the Mayor from time to time in writing, but no action has 

been taken by the Department to stop the construction work and to demolish the  violations committed by the owner of the House No.2, Ranjit Bagh, near State College of Education, Patiala.

7.

 It is directed that Shri Harkesh Singh Sidhu, PCS, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala,  will conduct an inquiry to ascertain as to why the action to stop the construction and to demolish the violations has not been taken by the competent authority.  It is also directed that Shri M. M. Sayal, PIO,  will appear in person on the next date of hearing to  explain reasons as to  why penalty be not imposed upon him for supplying the  information late  by 184 (One hundred eighty four) days and  as to why compensation be not given to the Complainant for the detriment suffered by him. 

8.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 11-12-2008.

9.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.
                                     Surinder Singh

Dated: 27.11. 2008

                       State Information Commissioner 


